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SUPPLIED UNDER TO HER MAJESTY 
RoyvaL WARRANT THE QUEEN. 
finest tri aver accorded to sterling merit is contained in Tax Lascet, of 
I » ee ort, which embodies the: “ Report of Tux Lanort Special Commis- 
© gion on Natural Mineral Waters,” “ Johannis”’—the subject of the Report—being selected from 
> amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction. 
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« JOHANNIS.” 


THE KING OF NATURAL TABLE WATERS. 
CHARGED ENTIRELY WITH ITS OWN NATURAL GAS. 


To be obtained from all Chemists, Wine Merchants, and Stores at the following 
prices per Dozen delivered :— 
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6/- 
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ZOLLHAUS, GERMANY. 25, REGENT STREET, 8.W. 


London 





Specialities: 
Comrosr. 
Cuisine. 

Very Moperate Caances. 


M |LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND HOTEL. 
M I D L A N D | (Sr. Pancras, N.W.) (This yas et ey “ee 
RAILWAY | Fomple Bar, and Law Courts, be. 
iS on to ali parts every 

min 

HOTELS. | LIVERPOOL- ADELPHI HOTEL. 

cn Te | (The Hotel de Luxe of the North.) 
BRADFORD - MIDLAND HOTEL. 
| (Excellent Restaurant.) 
LEEDS - QUEEN’S HOTEL. 
| DERBY - - MIDLAND HOTEL. 
w. TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS ISSUING EXECUTIONS 
TO SHERIFF. 
OUNTY of LONDON.—Delay and Inconvenience are frequently 
occasioned by reason of the difficulty which is experienced by Solicitors in deter- 
mining whether icular Localities are within this County. To obviate this difficulty 
Messrs. Wright, Odell, & Co. havehad a Map of the County printed, showing a list of the 
Parishes and principal _— therein, which will be foun of great service to Solicitors, 
by whom copies can be had gratis on application to Messrs. Wricut, OpreLt, & Co., 52, 
Tiousery-tene, W.C. (Copyright Registered.) 

“A very convenient map . . . the object of the map is mainly to shew boundaries 
for the purpose of executions, but now that the County of London is generally used for 
descriptions in assurances of property, the map will found additionally useful. It 
ought to find a place on the walls of most solicitors’ offices.’’—Solicitors’ Journal. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Wit114m Murtony, solicitor to the Board of Trade, who 
has received the honour of appointment as a Companion of the 
Bath, was admitted in 1858. He is well known as a man of 
skill and experience, and he has the control of an im 
legal department. It is noteworthy that, according to Whitaker, 
the cost of the Legal Branch of the Board of Trade amounts to 
no less than £21,500. 





INSURANCE OFFICES are apparently assuming that the Finance 
Bill will become law, and are already preparing schemes by 
which the amount required for payment of the new estate duty 
can be insured against. It remains to be seen whether owners 
of property will avail themselves of the opportunity of provid- 
ing for the payment which will become due on their deaths. 





Tue First important battle in the Committee of the House of 
Commons upon the Finance Bill has been fought upon the 
question whether the new ‘‘estate duty” is to be levied upon 
the aggregate of all property passing upon a death or upon the 
beneficial interest accruing to any person upon such death. 
The proposal of the Chancellor of the Exchequer is, as our 
puning oo Ger toch of On tocol a ie aa 
passing on the dea e 
that the State shall levy toll upon the aggregate value, at the 
graduated rate, regardless of whether the estate passes in bulk 
to one or is split up into a number of portions. The 
State, it is argued, has nothing to do with the manner in which 
to preeniy's disposed of by the will or under the pone 
of the deceased or by any prior disposition; it is enti 
to come in first and take its due out of the bulk before 
any division takes place; and the existi 

erred to as a precedent for this method. the other hand, 
it is said that the method pro combined with the gradua- 
tion of the tax ing to amount of the whole 
(> any appresisble extent) GoeBunted, gui ia Geashoey lames 
to any appreciable extent it is imma- 
Tia ieee Arta be levied on the bulk or on the beneficial 
interests taken by individuals. But, it is said, 
Government proposals the recipient of a very small 
of the estate of a sulogetee Et pag. fee. See 
his eldest son who takes the bulk property, 
violation of the principle of graduation—to tax a man 
to his ability to pay. These were the main lines upon 
the first important division in committee upon the Bill 
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levied and paid upon the principal value of all property real or 

nal, settled or not settled, which passes on the death.” It 
is possible that the question may again be raised upon the 
clauses which deal with the aggregation of the property. 





Tue Court or Arreat have delivered their considered judg- 
ment in Re Holford (reported elsewhere), and have protested in 
no measured language against the consequences which have 
been supposed to follow from the decision of Norrn, J., in Le 
Jeffery (89 W. R. 234; 1891, 1 Ch. 671). In Re Holford a 
residuary estate producing about £10,000 a year was bequeathed 
in trust for division among the children of a brother of the 
testator who should be living at the testator’s death and should 
attain twenty-one. The will contained no maintenance clause. 
At the testator’s death in 1888 there were six children living, 
all infants. Recently the eldest, a daughter, has attained 
twenty-one. She has married, and her share has been settled. 
On her behalf, and on behalf of the trustees of her settlement, 
it was claimed that she was now entitled to the whole income, 
subject to sharing it with the other children as they successively 
attain twenty-one. Primd facie the claim is most unjust to the 
other children, who would thus be deprived of any fund out of 
which maintenance could be allowed, and the Court of Appeal, 
feeling this injustice very strongly, have held that the eldest 
child takes at present no more than one-sixth of the income, 
each of the other children being entitled under section 43 
of the Oonveyancing Act, 1881, to maintenance out of 
another sixth. We propose on a future occasion to con- 
sider exactly how this decision, which purports to overrule 
Re Jeffery (supra), stands with reference to the previous decisions 
on the application of the income of a fund given contingently to 
members of a class. For the present it is sufficient to say that 
the decision is only intended to secure equality as between 
members of the class who have attained a vested interest and 
members whose interest is still only contingent, in cases where 
the income of the fund must ultimately, so far as not applied in 
maintenance, follow the destination of the principal. 





Tue peatn of Mr. M. I. F, Brickparz has deprived the pro- 
fession of a learned lawyer and a skilful conveyancer, and 
has deprived not a few members of the profession of a cherished 
friend. There are not many men of his standing and engros- 
sing business who are so ready, as he always was, to afford the 
benefit of their store of knowledge to any youthful practitioner 
in difficulties occurring in the course of daily work; Mr. Brick- 
DALE’s kindly assistance was ever ungrudgingly rendered, and 
the remembrance of it is not likely soon to fade. It is hardly 
wonderful that his advice should be sought, for he combined great 
natural ability and acuteness with an almost unequalled experi- 
ence. His practice extended over nearly half a century—he was 
admitted in 1844—and for very many years it had been of a 
heavy and important description. Since 1861 he had been one of 
the conveyancing counsel to the court, and was at his death the 
senior conveyancing counsel. The main results of his work are, 
of course, to be found in the muniment rooms of landed pro- 
prietors and the dusty shelves of solicitors’ offices; but he found 
time at one period of his career to act as secretary to the Statute 
Law Commission; and he once, and, we believe, only once, 
ventured into print with a work on the Leases and Sales of 
Settled Estates. Would that he could have found time and inclina- 
tion for committing to print more results of his great knowledge 
and experience! Like many other eminent conveyancers, he 
was greatly devoted to Switzerland. His Swies walks were the 
breath of life to him, and he always returned with renewed 
health and vigour. The perfect liberty of travelling alone was 
an essential feature of his expeditions, and the presence of a com- 
panion to look after him would have deprived them of half their 
charm. His death occurred while on one of these solitary trips. 
He had taken no proper holiday last autumn, and feeling the need 

of a change, decided to take it at Whitsuntide this year. After 
spending ten days at Goeschenen and Airolo, on the St. Gothard 
route (a locality with which he was very familiar), he left Airolo 


on the evening of the 23rd ult. to visit Biasca. He stayed at 


noted cascade of St. Petronella, now in its full magnificence 
with the melting of the winter snows. On the morning of the 
24th he made his way to the top of the cascade by an easy 
sloping path a little above the town, and after sitting some 
time in front of the little chapel, reading his Murray, he 
moved to a steep bank overlooking the fall, where he again sat 
down, this time in sight of several people on the platform of the 
railway station, some hundreds of feet below. He was seen 
then trying to rise, but instead of rising, his feet slipped forward, 
and he fell into the cascade, and was carried along with it over 
the edge and was killed on the spot. 





WE print elsewhere the report of a committee of the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society on the Finance Bill. The com- 
mittee are necessarily restricted from expressing any opinion as 
to the policy of the proposed taxation, and confine themselves 
mainly to suggestions for modifications in the details of the Bill 
and in the machinery for collecting the new duties. They do, 
however, affirm that the measure will greatly complicate a sub- 
ject which is already most intricate, and express a strong opinion 
that opportunity should have been taken to abolish the ad 
valorem stamp duty on settlements of personalty, which is most 
unequal as compared with realty. With regard to the provision 
of clause 2 (2) that ‘‘ estate duty shall not be payable in respect 
of property held by the deceased as trustee for another person 
under a disposition not made by the deceased,” the committee say 
that the words we have given in italics appear to be unfair. 
If the deceased is a mere trustee without beneficial interest, 
duty ought not to be charged on his death on the property 
of which he was trustee, no’ matter who created the trust. 
And as to the “ pooling clause,” to which we have often referred, 
the committee justly remark that, “if the Bill stands as drawn, 
in the common case of a tenant for life of a settled estate dying, 
and the estate passing away to collaterals in consequence of the 
deceased not having issue capable of inheriting, and if, as is 
generally the case, the deceased had the power and exercised it 
of giving a jointure to a widow or portions to his daughters, the 
whole value of the estate, notwithstanding its passing away to 
collaterals, would have to be aggregated with the deceased’s 
other property, and so increase the duty payable on that, 
although the inheritors of the other property derived no benefit 
from the settled estate. In this very common case the deceased 
has ‘no power to dispose of’ the property. The same observa- 
tion applies to property in which the wife or husband of the 
Fn. takes an estate by dower or curtesy if the property passes 
on the death to collaterals. Thisscheme of aggregation, coupled 
with the subsequent clauses, imposing on all persons having 
the custody of any property belonging to a deceased person, and 
all purchasers of such property, an obligation to see that the 
estate duty on it has been paid, will seriously complicate all 
transactions. As the amount of duty on each item of property 
depends on the aggregate amount of property passing by the 
death, it will be difficult to obtain from the commissioners the 
certificate prescribed by clause 10, that the full estate duty on 
any particular item has been paid, and without this certificate 
no single item of the deceased’s property can be paid or trans- 
ferred to, or sold by, the executor (see clauses 7 and 8). The 
system of aggregation will also increase the difficulty of dealing 
with reversionary interests, as it will not be possible to know 
beforehand at what rate duty will have to be paid. It would 
be useful if, on application by persons intending to deal with 
reversions, the commissioners were authorized to give a certifi- 
cate fixing the rate at which duty is to be chargeable on them, 
and such certificate were made to free the property in the hands 
of purchasers or mortgagees from any higher rate of duty.” 
That appears to be an extremely sensible suggestion ; we hope, 
but hardly expect, that effect will be given to it. 





WE REMARKED last week that no one could possibly suppose 
that the Chancellor of the Exchequer had any motive in intro 
ducing the procedure clauses of the Finance Bill than that of 
preventing frauds on the revenue. The reply of the Chancella 
of the Exchequer to a question asked in the House of Common 
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remark. The question by Mr. Hznzace was “ whether, in view | honesty” of the claim implied dishon or fraud in the 
of the responsibilities thrown upon executors and trustees by the | defence, and in later cases it has been held this is sufficient 


provisions of the Finance Bill, the Government would consider 
the urgent necessity of introducing a Bill for constituting public 
trustees and executors, and passing it through all its 
during the present session” ; and the reply of the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer was: ‘‘I should be very glad to see such a Bill, 
but I cannot undertake to pass it this session.” We thinkit may 
be regarded as extremely probable that the result of the liability 
imposed by the Bill on personal representatives and trustees will 
be the speedy passing of a measure creating a public trustee; 
and we are not at all sure whether this may not be at the root 
of the strange provisions which, as we pointed out last week, 
make every person on whom property devolves on a man’s death 
personally liable for the acts and defaults of every other person 
on whom property devolves on that event. This being so, we 
looked with special interest at the portion of the report of the 
committee above referred to which deals with this subject. We 
regret that we do not find any adequate remonstrance as to 
this monstrous proposal. The committee do indeed go so far as 
to say that the introduction of the words ‘ wheresoever 
situate,” requiring the executor to pay estate duty on the 
deceased’s property abroad before he can get his probate in 
England is ‘‘ quite unreasonable”; and that ‘‘there does not 
appear to be any reason why an executor should be authorized to 
pay duty on property over which he will never have any control, 
and which will pass direct to other persons”; but we fail to find 
any very effective development of the results to executors and 
trustees themselves of the provisions contained in the Bill. 
The committee do, however, point out very clearly the com- 
plications which the measure will introduce into the sale of 
chattels, live or dead, and of shares and stocks. ‘No one,” 
they say, “could, without becoming accountable for the duty 
and liable to treble penalty if he omitted to pay it, buy of an 
executor a horse or a picture or furniture; no sales of stock-in- 
trade ‘in consequence of a death’; no transfers at the Bank 
of England, or any railway or other company, of Government 
stock or debentures or shares from survivors in a joint account 
with a deceased person, or from the executors of a deceased 
person, will be able to take place without the production to the 
purchasers of the certificate that ‘full estate duty’ has been paid, 
which certificate cannot be forthcoming until the commissioners 
have been satisfied what is the ‘ aggregate value’ of the pro- 
perty passing by the death of the deceased, including his real 
estate in England, his personal estate in England and abroad, 
and property passing to other people in consequence of his 
death (of which his executors may know nothing), with all ac- 
cumulations of income on each class of property and until the 
duty on it is cleared ; and even this certificate will not protect 
the property or the purchaser of it if the person obtaining the 
certificate, of whom the purchaser knows nothing, has been 
guilty of any fraud or suppression.” 





Tue 7TH section of the Statute of Frauds enacts that all 
declarations or creations of trust of land shall be manifested and 
proved by writing. Where it is clear that a trust of land has 
been created, but there is no evidence of the trust in writing, 
the express words of the statute require that the trust should 
be ignored, and this view was taken in Leman v. Whitley (4 
Russ. 423). A son conveyed an estate to his father nominally 
as purchaser, the consideration being expressed to be £400, but 
really as trustee, and in order that the father, who was in better 
credit than the son, might raise money upon it by way of mort- 
gage for the use of the son. After the death of the father the 
son sought to obtain a re-conveyance, but he was met by the | i 
objection of the statute. ‘There can be no doubt,” said 
Lxacu, M.R., “of the moral honesty of the claim made by this 


bill. But the question is, whether the plaintiff can be relieved | B.; (3) that it was p : : a 
man; and (4) that when so purchased it was in such a condition 
as to be liable to be seized and condemned under the section. 
If all these points are established, A. is liable to conviction, 
unless he can prove absence of knowledge and absence of 
reasonable ground of belief that the article was in such a condi- 


tion. 


consistently with the provisions of the Statute of Frauds, 
which, although it may bear hard upon the plaintiff in the par- 
ticular case, was certainly called for by the public interest.” 
This question he answered in the negative, on the ground that 
there was no _—— of fraud, or any aga a ep of the 
parties as to the effect of the instruments. rtainly there was 


to remove the objection of the statute. In Lincoln v. Wright 
(7 W. R. 850, 4 De G. & J. 16) Turner, L.J., observing that the 
statute was not made to cover frauds, held that it was fraudulent 
to insist on a conveyance as absolute, when in fact it had been 
agreed that it should be a mo merely, and his opinion was 
followed by the Court of yee yy Haigh v. Kaye (20 W. R. 597, 
L. R.7 Ch. App. 469), a case somewhat similar to Leman v. Whitley. 
In spite of that decision, then, it a that the fraud which 
will take a case out of the statute is the fraud implied by a dis- 
honest defence, and need not be a fraud incident to the trans- 
action itself. In the recent case of Davis v. Whitehead (42 W.R. 
456) Srreiive, J., acted upon the later and mare liberal con- 
struction of the statute, and allowed the Duchess of Mart- 
BOROUGH to establish by parol that an a ag gg of leasehold 
property by her to the late duke, although in form absolute, 
was, in fact, made solely to enable him to raise money, the in- 
tention being that, subject to the loan, the property should con- 
tinue to belong to her. The decision of Lord Tuvrtow, O., in 
Irnham v. Child (1 Bro. O. ©. 92) was distinguished on the 
ground that the parties there for their own purposes deliberately 
abstained from cess the deed a clause which would have 
shewn that it was not absolute, but the distinction is somewhat 
fine. In all such cases the parties allow the deed to be drawn 
so as not to shew the truth of the transaction, and yet the recent 
authorities recognize that it is fraudulent for the one party to 
set up the form of the deed against the actual agreement. 








CONCERNING THOSE WALNUTS. 


Tue case of The Queen v. Dennis (reported elsewhere) is one 
of undoubted a, Maggi to wholesale fruit dealers, but 
whether its difficulty was such as to = the assembling 
of the whole, or practically the whole, of the judges of 
the Queen’s Bench Division is not equally clear. By section 
47 (1) of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, it is pro- 
vided that any sanitary inspector may at all reasonable times 
enter any premises and ins examine ‘any article, 
whether solid or Hage) inten a for the ces a = 
or exposed for sale, or deposited in any or the purpose o: 
sale or of preparation for sale, the proof that the same was not 
exposed or —— for any such purpose, or was not intended 
for the food of man, resting with the person charged.” And if 
any such article appears to the inspector to be unsound or unfit 


for the food of man, he may seize and carry it away in order to 


have it dealt with by a justice, If the justice condemns the 
article, the person in whose possession it was found is liable to fine 


or imprisonment (sub-section (2)). Then sub-section (3) goes 
on to provide for urchased 
by the person in whose possession it is found, and was at the 
time of 
follows :—“ Where it is shewn that any article liable to be seized 
under this section, and found in the possession of any person, was 
purchased by him from another person for the food of man, and 
when so purchased was in such a condition as to be liable to be 
seized and condemned under this section, the person who so sold 
the same shall be liable to the fine and imprisonment above 
mentioned, unless he proves that at the time he sold the said 
article he did not know, and had no reason to believe, that it 
was in such condition.” 
whose possession the article is found, and A. the person from 
whom he purchased. The liability of A. depends in the first 


e case where the article has been p 


purchase already unsound. The enactment is as 


Now, suppose B. is the person in 


nstance on sub-section (3), and to attract this sub-section four 


points must be proved :—(1) That there is an article liable to be 
seized under the section ; (2) that it is found in the possession of 


urchased by B. from A. for the food of 





no fraud in the transaction itself, but the admitted ‘ moral 


The first point—that there is an article liable to be seized 
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under the section—carries us back to sub-section (1), and we have 
to inquire what, under that sub-section, are the elements in 
liability to seizure. This inquiry in turn seems to raise four 
pointe—(1) there must be an article intended for the food of 
man ; (2) it must be sold or exposed for sale, &c. ; (3) an in- 
spector must enter on the premises where it is and examine it; 
and (@) it must ap to him to be unsound or unfit for the 
food of man. And since the article must be both liable to be 
seized under the section and must be found in the possession of 
B., it seems clear that the liability to seizure must exist at the 
time when the article is so found. In other words, there is 
no case against A. under sub-section (3) unless there is, in the 
first instance, a primd facie case at least against B. under sub- 
section (1). When this primd facie case is established against 
B., it is further necessary to shew, in order to establish a primd 
facie case against A., that B. purchased the article from him for 
the food of man, and that, when so purchased, the article was in 
such a condition as to be liable to be seized under the section. 
In the present case it is clear that the first of these require- 
ments was not satisfied, and so Mr. Justice Hawxrs, in the 
judgment delivered by him, and which was practically the 
judgment of the court, pointed out. Dennis is a wholesale 
fruit broker at Covent Garden. In October of last year he 
received a consignment of eighty-three bags of Grenoble 
walnuts for sale on behalf of a foreignowner. One bag was 
examined and the walnuts found to be goud, and there was 
nothing in the external appearance or in the smell of the other 
ace pr to indicate that they were not equal to the sample. 
t was admitted, however, that, having regard to the time of 
transit and storing, to the quality of the walnuts, and to the 
fact that the husks had been removed by means of chemicals, 
most of the bags would probably contain a greater or less 
number of walnuts which were bad and unfit for the food of 
man. Dennis conducted all his sales under the follow- 
i rinted notice: —‘‘ Special notice to buyers. — Original 
gadingie of either fruit or vegetables, the conuate of which 
may partly prove unsound either from delay in transit 
or any other cause, are sold on the express condition 
that the buyers sort the contents and destroy the unsound 
ae before being offered to the public. — W. Dennis.” 
n Saturday, the 21st of October, twenty of the bags were sold 
to Lyons, a retail dealer. Subsequently he placed the walnuts 
on his stall, and found that the greater part were bad. He 
tried to return them to Dennis, but the shop of the latter at 
Covent Garden was then closed, and on the following Monday 
Lyons took the walnuts to a sanitary inspector. The inspector 
in turn took them to a police magistrate, who condemned them, 
and they were destroyed. Thereupon the local sanitary autho- 
rity prosecuted Dennis at the South London Sessions, and the 
learned chairman, overruling various points raised by the counsel 
for the defence, directed the jury that to establish the defend- 
ant’s guilt it was sufficient if it was proved that he sold the 
walnuts to Lyons, and that at the time of sale the walnuts were 
unfit for the food of man, unless the defendant, on the other 
hand, proved that at the time he sold them he did not know, and 
had no reason to believe, that they were so unfit. 


Clearly this direction ignored altogether the results which 
follow from the requirement that the article must be ‘‘liable to 
be seized” under the section. What the draftsman of the 
section had in his mind seems to be reasonably certain. He 
pg regs that unsound fruit—to speak now of fruit only— 
might be apparently intended for human food, and might be 
exposed for sale ona stall orinashop. An inspector enters, 
examines the fruit, and finds out its condition. Hereupon it is 
“liable to be seized,” and it is possible that this liability to 
seizure exists within the meaning of sub-section (3), although 
the retail dealer is able to save himself under sub-section (1) 
by proof that the fruit was not in fact exposed for sale or 
intended for human food. In other words, as the court seems 
to have held, and as has been assumed above, it is sufficient that 
there is a primd facie case against the retail dealer. But in the 
view of the draftsman the liability was not to be confined to 
the retail dealer. Assuming that this primd facie liability to 
seizure existed when the fruit was found in his possession, it 
was then to be ible to back the inquiry, and to 
investigate the circumstances of the purchase from the whole- 





sale dealer. In the present instance, however, the preliminary 
element of a primd facie liability in Lyons did not exist. 


Whether the walnuts, while in his possession, were to be 
described as “‘ intended for the food of man” or not, yet they 
were never exposed for sale by him, and no inspector entered 
and found them in his possession. 

But assuming that this preliminary difficulty could have been 
got over, it would still have been necessary to establish that the 
walnuts were purchased by Lyons from Dennis for the food of 
man, and that when so purchased they were in such a condition 
as to be liable to be seized. The latter of these requirements 
takes us back again to sub-section (1), and although some of 
the elements of liability of seizure—the entry of the inspector 
and his examination—cannot be supposed to exist as against the 
wholesale dealer, yet the article must be at least intended for 
the food of man, and must be in fact unsound. This brings us 
to the question which was chiefly argued—the intention of 
Dennis. The phrase “ intended for the food of man” can hardl 
be meant to include every article at any time intended for pe 
purpose. There must be a specific intention in the vendor at the 
time of sale, though if the article is ordinarily used for the food 
of man such intention will be primd facie deemed to exist, and it 
is for the vendor to disprove it. But here there was the printed 
notice under which the sale was made, and which clearly shewed 
Dennis’s intention in the matter. His intention as to the bad 
walnuts was, not that they should be offered to the public as 
food, but that they should be sorted out and destroyed. So, 
as to Lyons, the fact that he bought under this notice, and that 
when he found the bad walnuts too numerous to pay for 
the trouble of sorting he withdrew the whole from sale, shewed 
that he had no intention of purchasing the bad walnuts for 
human food. In fact, as already pointed out, these questions 
did not really arise. It was sufficient for the decision that no 
primd facie case existed against Lyons such as to render the 
walnuts liable to seizure in his possession, and so to attract the 
operation of sub-section (3) and found a case against DEnnis. 
It ap , however, that, even if Lyons had exposed the wal- 
nuts for sale, yet Dennis would still have been able to shield 
himself under the printed notice. And this is the most import- 
ant result of the case. 








CLAIMS AGAINST AMBASSADORS. 


Tue creditor in this country of an ambassador of a foreign 
State is placed at the disadvantage that, as long as the ambas- 
sador retains his office, he is not liable to be sued, and when he 
quits office he usually leaves this country at the same time, and 
can then only be sued, if at all, under the special rules of the 
R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 11, allowing service out of the jurisdiction. 
On the other hand, it has now been decided by the Court of 
Appeal in Musurus Bey v. Gadban that, while the immunity 
of the ambassador lasts, there is no cause of action i 

him, and, consequently, the Statute of Limitations does not 
run in his favour. Moreover, if he quits the country before 
this immunity has come to an end, the cause of action accrues 
when he is beyond seas, and the statute is still prevented from 
running in his favour by the provision of 4 & 5 Anne, c. 3, s. 19. 
The plaintiff was the executor of Musurus Pasna, who was 
Turkish Ambassador in this country from 1856 to 1885. About 
1873 Musurus Pasua incurred a debt of £3,000 to Messrs. GapBAN 
& Watson, the bankers to the Turkish Embassy. He presented 
his letters of recall on December 7, 1885, and remained in this 
country till the following February, the interval being occupied 
in arranging the affairs of the Embassy and handing them over 
to his successor. In February, 1886, he returned to Turkey, 
and resided there till his death in 1891. After that event the 
plaintiff came to this country and employed Gapsan to collect 
certain moneys and securities belonging to the estate of 
Musvrvus Pasna, and in 1892, Gappan having then died, the 
plaintiff sued his executors for the property thus got in. The 
executors counter-claimed for the £3,000 due since 1873, 
Watson having assigned his interest in the debt to them. The 


- a 


laintiff, in answer to the counter-claim, relied on the Statute of 7 


imitations. 


The immunity of an ambasador from civil proceedings in the — 
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country to which he is accredited is admitted by all jurists of 
authority, and is explained by the doctrine of extra-territoriality 
under which the ambassador and his family and suite, his 
secretaries, his servants, his movable effects, and the house in 
which he resides, are deemed not to be in this country, but in 
the country from which he is sent. The matter is settled for 
English law by the case of Magdalena Steam Navigation Co. v. 
Martin (2 E. & E. 94). “He does not,” said Lord Camr- 
BELL, C.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, “ owe even a 
temporary allegiance to the Sovereign to whom he is accredited, 
and he has at least as great privileges from suits as the Sove- 
reign whom he represents. He is not supposed even to live 
within the territory of the Sovereign to whom he is accredited, 
and, if he has done nothing to forfeit or to waive his privilege, 
he is, for all juridical purposes, supposed to be still in his own 
country.” And the same case (p. 114) contemplates that the 
immunity exists, not only while the ambassador actually retains 
his office, but after he is recalled, if he only remains a reason- 
able time in the country. It was suggested, indeed, that, 
although the ambassador cannot be effectually sued, yet 
a cause of action may arise against him, and that the 
creditor, if he wishes to prevent the statute from running, 
must at least issue a writ, and subsequently renew the 
writ from time to time until he is in a position to pro- 
ceed upon it. But the Court of Appeal appear to have 
held that even the issue of a writ, though nothing be 
done under it, is incompatible with the —— immunity of 
the ambassador from civil proceedings, and that, since there is 
thus no person who can be sued, there is no cause of action 
within the meaning of the Limitation Act, 1623. This is in 
accordance with the meaning given to the phrase “cause of 
action” by Bzst, 0.J., in Douglas v. Forrest (4 Bing. p. 704) :— 
‘‘ Cause of action is the right to prosecute an action with effect ; 
no one has a complete cause of action until there is somebody that 
he can sue.” The statute, therefore, had not begun to run in 
favour of Musvrus Pasa when he left this country in 
February, 1886. 

After he went abroad the statute was still prevented from 
running by 4 & 5 Anne, c. 3, s. 19, which provides that when a 
defendant is at the time of the accrual of a cause of action 
beyond the seas, the plaintiff shall have the usual statu- 
tory period for bringing his action after the defendant’s 
return. In the present case, therefore, the statute had not 
commenced to run at the death of Musurus Pasna in 
1891. It was suggested that a writ could have been served 
upon him under R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 11, and that the statute of 
AnnyeE must be taken to be by implication repealed. If the effect 
of the order would be to repeal a statute, then, as observed by 
A. L. Surrn, L.J., it is ultra vires ; but indeed there is no reason 
to hold that, because certain facilities now exist for the service 
of process out of the jurisdiction, therefore the express provision 
of 3 & 4 Anne, c. 3, giving, in a case like the present, six years 
from the time of the defendant’s return, is repealed. This 
privilege still exists in favour of the plaintiff, although he may, 
under modern practice, be able to sue the defendant while 
abroad. In the result, since the statute had not run, the de- 
fendants obtained judgment on the counter-claim. 








Ata meeting held in the Jerusalem Chamber, when there were present 
about thirty old Rugbeians, with the Dean of Westminster in the chair, it 
was resolved that there should be a memorial at Rugby, in the form of a 
portrait or portrait-bust or medallion, of the late Lord Bowen, with a 
tablet in the school chapel. An executive committee was appointed, 
under the presidency of Lord Justice Davey, to carry out this resolution. 
Mr. T. Rolls Warrington, 2, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, and Mr. F. W. 
Blunt, 8, Westbourne-crescent, W., were selected as joint secretaries. 

Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams complained, says the Daily Telegraph, in 
Queen’s Bench Court 1 on the 24th ult., that there was a bad smell on the 
bench. The usher made search underneath the judge’s desk, and offered 
various suggestions as to the probable cause. The judge said it was not 
the sewers ; it was more like a dust-bin. A further search and suggestion 
took place, and at last the usher whispered solemnly to his lordship. 
“* Oh, no,”’ replied Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, ‘‘it is not the cat.” 
The superintendent of the buildings arrived, and his examination led to 
the theory that the smell was caused by the ventilating pipes. Thus 
another of the inexhaustible wonders of the Law Courts has been brought 
to light. The ventilating apparatus expels the comparatively clear air in 
order to give the bad odours which it introduces free play. ( 


REVIEWS. 
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1894. 


THE Locat GOVERNMENT Act, 1894. WirH AN INTRODUCTION, 
APPENDIX, AND INDEX, FORMING AN EPITOME OF THE LAW RE- 
LATING TO PARISH COUNCILS, AND SHEWING THE ALTERATION IN 
THE LAW RELATING TO PARISH CoUNCIIS AND BoaRDs OF 
GUARDIANS. By ALEXANDER MAcmorRAN, M.A., and T. R. 

CoLqunoun Dit, B.A., Barristers-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


THe LAW RELATING TO Parish Councits. BrEmG THE LOocAL 
GOVERNMENT Act, 1894, WITH AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES, AND 
AN InTRODUCTION, NOTES, ORDERS AND CIRCULARS OF THE LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT BoaRD, AND A Copious INDEX. By GEORGE 
Humpnreys, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


HADDEN’s HANDBOOK ON THE LocAt GOVERNMENT AcT, 1894, 
BEING A COMPLETE AND PRACTICAL GUIDE TO THE ABOVE ACT 
AND ITS INCORPORATED ENACTMENTS. Hadden, Best, & Co. 


THe Locat GOVERNMENT Act, 1894. A Practica REapy REFER- 
ENCE GUIDE TO PaRIsH COUNCILS AND ParRisH MEETINGS. By 
J. Harris Strong, M.A., and J. G. Psase, B.A., Barristers-at- 
Law. George Philip & Son. 

After an examination of some dozen editions of the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1894, we confess that we have not found this complicated 
— of modern legislation much easier to understand; but we 

ave inevitably been led to form certain views with regard to the 

duties of an editor of a 1 handbook. These duties must vary 
according to the audience t it is intended to address. First, we 
will take the case of the practising lawyer, who may be assumed 
to possess not only a ome acquaintance with legal principles, 
but also a collection of the existing enactments. For this 
the notes should be as concise as A om aco interpreting the te 
mainly by cross-references, giving all information in a technical form, 
and sternly —- all tendency to be wiser than what is written. 
Next we would place the educated layman, who distrusts his own 
knowledge and has no access to a li , but who is honestly desirous 
of performing his duties as a citizen. this case it is i 
for an editor to indulge his faculty of exposition, to expand the 
meaning of terms of art, and to append the entire mass of subsidiary 
law which the practitioner does not need. Finally, there is the 
common man, who would be deterred by a big book, but who none 
the less wants to have the subject pate Stee to him in a simple 
manner. 

She beck that we Supe torien sieaeh at Be head of our list is an 
admirable example of the class of legal handbook. If the 
lawyer may occasionally feel annoyed at the inroads which the notes 
make upon the text, and at the amount of familiar information which 
is imparted, he should recollect that the editors do not write pri 
for him, though they have written much that he mek yay . Our 
intelligent layman, on the other hand, will be deli to find every- 
thing so clearly explained to him, and to have the incorporated 
enactments duly inserted in their proper place. It is only a profound 
study of the Act and a wide acquaintance with existing legi 
that could have enabled the editors to make the whole matter look so 
much simpler than it really is. We have come across no other edition 
that con be oo coutidentiy upcemamantiol $0 the qoneeel peli 

The second book on our list belongs to the first class we have distin- 
guished. By its portly dimensions, the severity of its style, and the 
comparative largeness of ita price, it is evidently intended for the 
shelves of lawyers. One of the best features of the book is the in- 
troduction, in which the scattered provisions relating to certain 
important subjects are collected and clearly summarized. It is also 
noteworthy that the appendix and index together occupy almost 
two-thirds of the volume. 

The last two books belong to our third class, and need not detain 
us long. Hadden’s Hand , in which the absence of any editor’s 


neme is conspicuous, is designed u the principle of gpd 
ee ee in non- 


ormed more 
anticipated, though we should not care to 
doctrines laid down. The other little book is what it pretends to be— 
a ne ae Se, confined to parish councils _ 
mee ,» and arran on an alphabetical principle, which 

x eae pl waleieed. At the end the whole statute is printed in 
one of those miaute types which we had hoped were peculiar to 
Prayer-books. 


Socretres. WITH THE AcTs, OBSERVATIONS THEREON, FoRMS OF 
Russ, &c., Reports or Leapmye Cases aT LENGTH, AND a 





Copious InpEx. Formerly (1850-67) edited by the late WiLLIAM 
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Tipp Pratt, Esq. Twetrra Epition, REVISED AND ENLARGED. 
By Epwarp WILLIAM BRABROOK, Barrister-at-Law, Chief Regis- 
trar of Friendly Societies. Shaw & Sons. 


The introduction to this work contains a very interesting account 
of the development of friendly societies and of industrial and provi- 
dent societies, and of the law relating thereto. The law of friendly 
societies dates back as far as 1793 (33 Geo. 3, c. 54), and the 
great number of friendly societies that must have been then in 
existence is shewn by the fact that in 1880 there were still in 
operation in England as many as eighty-three societies more 

a hundred years old, having been founded between 1687 
and 1780. Some of the present societies have attained enormous 
size. The Manchester Unity of Oddfellows has 709,403 members and 
funds exceeding £8,000,000. The Ancient Order of Foresters has 
717,896 members and funds exceeding £5,000,000. These are friendly 
societies in the ordinary sense, but societies have been specially 
authorized by the Treasury under section 8 (5) of the Friendly 
Societies Act, 1875, for very various purposes, such as the playing 
the game of quoits, the promotion of a knowledge of music, the 
encouragement of bicycling, the promotion of the science and art of 
cookery, and the promotion of angling. Industrial and provident 
societies also have been largely increasing, the total share capital 
having increased since 1869 from two to eleven millions, and the 
number of members from 209,000 to nearly one million. The chief 
feature of this edition is the incorporation with notes of the In- 
dustrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893, and the appendix con- 
tains a number of cases fully reported, together with model rules 
and much useful information. 


DAMAGES. 


Mayne’s TREATISE ON DamaGces. FirrH Epirion. By Joun D. 
Mayne, Barrister-at-Law, and LuMLEY SmirH, Q.C., Judge of 
the Westminster County Court. Stevens & Haynes. 


It is only necessary to say, with regard to the present edition of 
this standard work, that the decisions since the last edition was pub- 
lished in 1884 have been carefully incorporated. As an instance of 
this, we may note the remarks, at p. 282, on the decision in the 
curious case of Lepla v. Rogers (1893, 1 Q. B. 31). A tenant 
who was under covenant not to assign or sub-let without written 
consent, such consent not to be unreasonably withheld to a re- 
sponsible assignee or sub-tenant, sub-let without licence to a person 
who intended, as he knew, to use the premises as a turpentine dis- 

. The premises were burnt down by a fire arising from their 
use as such distillery. The tenant was sued for breach of the 
covenant, and it was held that he was liable in damages for the 
fall loss caused by the fire. The editors point out that “the 
breach of covenant carried with it the very sort of danger against 
which the covenant was intended to guard. If, however, the 
premises had been sub-let for the ordinary purposes of occupation to 
a tenant who was not known by previous experience to be reckless or 
dan in his habits, nominal damages would in any case be 
recoverable, but not full damages resulting from an accident which 
was not the reasonable or probable consequence of the breach com- 
plained of.’”” The opinion we have derived from an examination of 
the recent cases incorporated in the work is that they have been care- 
fally considered and that their effect is very well stated. 





THE LAND TAX. 


BovrpDin’s EXPosirion of THE LAND TAX; INCLUDING THE LATEST 
JUDICIAL DECISIONS AND THE CHANGES IN THE LAW EFFECTED 
BY THE TAXES MANAGEMENT ACT, AND BY THE AcT CONVERTING 
THE THEEE PER CENT. INTO Two AND THREE QUARTER PER 
Cent. Srock, WITH OTHER ADDITIONAL MATTER. FourTH 
Epition. With a New and Exhaustive Index, by the late 
FREDERICK HUMPHREYS, Deputy-Registrar of Land Tax; and 
Digests of Cases decided in the Courts, by Caartes C. ATCHISON, 
Deputy-Registrar of Land Tax, London. Stevens & Sons. 


The editors of the new edition of this very complete treatise 
state in the preface that since the passing of 52 & 53 Vict. c. 42, 
on the conversion of the Three per Cent. Consols and 

Reduced Annuities into Two and Three Quarter per Cent. Console— 
the effect of which was to increase the cost of redemption of the 
land tax by one-eleventh— the number of contracts annually 
entered into has been slightly in excess of former years, while the 
amount of land tax annually redeemed has fallen below the average. 
To anyone concerned in the redemption of land tax this treatise is 
i The present edition contains a full index and tables 
e for redemption of 

ded, and a digest is now 


for computing the consideration money 
the tax. The recent cases have been 
prefixed to the judgment in each case. 
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ANNUAL DIGESTS. 


THE COMPLETE ANNUAL DIGEST OF EVERY REPORTED CASE FOR THE 
YEAR 1893. Berra a DIGEST OF CASES DECIDED BY THE HOUSE 
oF LORDS AND Privy CounNcIL, THE CouRT OF APPEAL, THE HIGH 
CouRT OF JUSTICE, THE CoURT OF BANKRUPTCY, THE COURT FOR 
Crown CASES RESERVED, THE RAILWAY COMMISSIONERS, THE 
ELECTION PETITION JUDGES, &C., TOGETHER WITH A COPIOUS 
SELECTION FROM THE IRISH AND ScotcH REPORTS AND REFER- 
ENCES TO THE AMERICAN REPoRTs. Edited by his Honour Judge 
Empen. Compiled by Herbert THompson, M.A., LL.M., of the 
Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, assisted by W. A. Brica, M.A., 
LL.M., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & 
Sons (Limited). 

THE ANNUAL DIGEST OF ALL THE REPORTED DECISIONS OF THE 
SupeRion CourTS, INCLUDING A SELECTION FROM THE IRISH, 
WITH A COLLECTION OF CASES FOLLOWED, DISTINGUISHED, EX- 
PLAINED, COMMENTED ON, OVERRULED, OR QUESTIONED, AND 
REFERENCES TO THE STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES OF CoURT 
DURING THE YEAR 1893. By JouHN MeEws, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


We have to chronicle the publication of these digests, but as we 
have in former years explained at some length their respective 
featurés, we need only say now that both are very well kept up to 
date, and one or other is an indispensable feature of a practitioner’s 
library. 





STUDENT’S CONVEYANCING. 


THE STUDENT’s CONVEYANCING, BEING SPECIALLY INTENDED FOR 
THE USE OF CANDIDATES AT THE FINAL AND Honours EXAMINA- 
TIONS OF THE Law Society. FourtH Epirion. By ALBERT GIB- 
son and ARTHUR WELDON. The “ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 


The fact that this careful and comprehensive student’s treatise has 
reached a fourth edition is sufficient testimony to its value. It em- 
bodies in concise language the leading statutory provisions and de- 
cisions on the wide subject to which it is devoted, and brings them 
well up to date. It seems to us to afford an excellent foundation of 
knowledge. The table of important cases decided under section 9 of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, arranged under the heads ‘‘ void” and 
‘* good,”’ is an excellent idea. 





LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 


SHaw’s LocaL GOVERNMENT MANUAL AND DIRECTORY FOR UNIONS, 
URBAN, RuRAL, AND Port SANITARY AUTHORITIES, AND SCHOOL 
ATTENDANCE COMMITTEES, FOR 1894. CORRECTED TO DECEMBER, 
1893. Shaw & Sons. 


This work is a complete directory of various local authorities 
throughout the country—unions, urban and rural sanitary authorities, 
port sanitary authorities, school attendance committees, county coun- 
cils, and burial boards—and their officers, the information being 
neatly tabulated and arranged. It is prefaced by miscellaneous in- 
formation suitable to an annual publication, and by the rules 
governing the duties of the various poor law officers. The great 
amount of detail which the book contains must make its preparation 
a task of no slight difficulty, and the large class of persons engaged 
in local administration will appreciate the care which has been taken 
to render it complete. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Student’s Guide to Procedure in the Queen’s Bench Division of 
the High Court and to the Law of Evidence. By Joun INDERMAUR, 
Solicitor, and CHartes TuwalrTeEs, Solicitor. Geo. Barber, ‘‘ Law 
Student’s Journal ’’ Office. 


The Appreciation of Gold and its Probable Effect on Investments, 
By A. G. Ex1is. A Paper read at the Twentieth Annual Provincial 
Meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, held at Manchester on the 
10th and 11th of October, 1893. Effingham Wilson & Co. 


The Parish Councils Act (being the Local Government Act, 1894) 
Explained. What it will do, and what it will not do. By J. THxo- 
DORE Dopp, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 








Her Majesty’s jodges held their annual whitebait dinner at the Ship 
Hotel, Greenwich, week. Their lordships proceeded by boat from 
the Temple Pier. The weather was fine. Among those present were 
Lord Justice Lindley, Lord Justice Kay, Lord Justice A. L. Smith, Lord 
Justice Davey, Mr. Baron Pollock, Mr. Justice Cave, Mr. Justice Mathew, 
Mr. Justice , Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice 
Wills, Mr. Justice Charles, Mr. Justice Lawrance, Mr. Justice Barnes, 
Mr. Justice Bruce, Mr. Justice Collins, Mr. Justice Kekewich, and Mr. 
Justice Kennedy. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I have read with interest the remarks in your recent numbers 
on this subject, followed by the suggestions of your correspondent in 
your number of the 26th inst. I entirely agree with the latter that 
the practice of an indorsed writ is simple and effective, and that all 
actions ought to be commenced by writ. 

This encourages me to recur to a suggestion which I made in your 
columns on the 11th of March, 1893 (37 Sonicrrors’ JouURNAL, 323), 
that all proceedings should be commenced by writ, a su ion whic 
I had, in fact, some time previously made to a body having the Rules 
of court under consideration. 

The advantages of an originating summons, which must not be 
lost, are, absence of pleadings where not really required, and imme- 
diate order in chambers. I claim to have shewn that these might be 
secured by a writ modified to meet the case by an indorsement that 
the defendant is not to deliver pleadings without leave, and is (besides 
appearing in the Central Office) to appear in chambers on a day 
named. 

With your permission, I think the O mnry an opportune time 
for pe this suggestion, and I shall be glad if you and your 
readers will consider the point. If this suggestion were adopted, the 
writ would cover the ground now occupied by writ and originating 
summons. This would in itself be no mean advantage, but I say, as 
before, that I see no great difficulty in going a step further and ex- 
tending the system of writs (with indorsements suitably modified) to 
the case of petitions and other modes of commencing proceedings. 
We should thus arrive at one uniform mode of commencing proceed- 
ings—viz., by writ, only modifying the indorsements to meet the 
various cases of (present) writ, originating summons, petition, &c., 
cases which a lengthened experience has shewn to be convenient, if 
not necessary, divisions of our legal proceedin 

48, Finsbury-square, London, E.C., 

May 30. 


£ I, CHAMBERLAIN. 





SOLICITORS’ ROBES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Referring to a paragraph in yesterday’s Globe, in which the 
writer says it is difficult for solicitors to know when they should wear 
their gowns, I agree, and I think other members of the profession will 
also. 

In the City of London Court a rule has been adopted that solicitors 
are not to sit in the front row of the court unless rohed. 

Now, in the absence of any fixed rule that solicitors appearing in 
the county courts as advocates shall wear robes, this m it very 
hard, as one individual wearing robes makes himself conspicuous. 

It would certainly add to the comfort of solicitors if a rule were 
agreed to, as at the present time the benches reserved for counsel and 
solicitors are generally occupied by agents, collectors, clerks, and 
others, to the exclusion of solicitors, who have to stand about in the 
crowd at most courts, to their great inconvenience, as well as to the 
difficulty of arranging their papers and being at their ease, which is 
essential to the proper conduct of their cases. J. 8. K. 

May 30. 








In acknowledging the toast of ‘‘ The Health of Her Majesty’s Judges ”’ 
at the Mansion House on Wednesday, the Lord Chancellor said that from 
some statistics which had recently a red with to the amount of 
litigation, the confidence of the public in the judges did not seem to be 
shewn, perhaps, in exactly the way in which the legal profes:ion would 
most desire that it should be. According to those statistics there appeared 
to have been, in comparison with the increase of our population, by no 
means that increase of litigation which was to have been e: ted, and 
that gratifying manner of testifying the confidence of the pu in the 
administration of justice had not been exhibited. They endeavoured 
to renew the connection to which the Lord Mayor had alluded between 
the City and themselves by frequent visits to the Guildhall, but those 
visits had not proved, so far as the legal profession were concerned, as 
satisfactory as some of them had ho It seemed to him that it was the 
imperative duty of the judges to bring about a state of things in which 
there should be no impediments to the decision of cases by litigation. 
Our machinery should not be more cumbrous and e sive than was 
absolutely necessary to insure that cases should be tried without delay, 
and if, after all, the commercial community did not flock to the courts, 
that would not be the fault either of the ju or of the mode in which 


justice was administered, but would have to be considered as the result of 
a happier state of things which had arisen. Litigation, after all, was to 
some extent a luxury, and in bad times people were compelled to reduce 
their expenses. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Lunacy. 


Re X. (A PERSOW INCAPABLE OF MANAGING HIS AFFAIRS)—O. A. 
No. 2, 28th May. 


Lunacy—Serrtement—Tenant ror Lire INcAPARLE or MANAGING HIS 
Arrarms—Prrson Apporntep to Act—Exerciss or Powrr or Sats— 
JURISDICTION TO MAKE Orper—Lwvwnacy Acr, 1890 (53 Vicr. c. 5), ss. 116, 
120, 128. 


This was an application for an order authorizing the ayes deody 
mansion-house on other parts of a certain settled estate. e settlement, 
pny eller ag Pacmag Regpeecersaely goths Se Age gerne he 
the tenant for life with the consent of the trustees. The present 
for life, having h mental infirmity become incapable of 
his affairs, his son, the applicant, had been appointed to act for him, 
now asked for leave to exercise his father’s power of sale. On behalf of 
the applicant it was submitted that their lordships had jurisdiction to 
make the.order under section 128 of the Lunacy Act, 1 that that 
and that 
had been 


as 


‘section was identical with section 137 of the Lunacy Act, 1852 
under the latter section the exercise of analogous powers 
authorized: Re Nevill (31 Ch. D. 161, 34 W. R. Dig. 168), Re Bli 
Blake (W. N., 1887, p. 173). Theap was not by the trustee 
of the settlement, but Re Martha Baggs (ante, p. 127) was referred to as 
being a case in which their lordships had considered they had no to 
authorize the exercise of the powers of the Settled Land Act, 1882, under 
similar circumstances. 

Tue Court (Lixpiey, Lorzs, and Davry, L.JJ.) made the order asked 


or. 

Linpuey, L.J., said the court had jurisdiction to authorize the 
to exercise the power of sale. The ty had arisen from a 
the statement of facts, which contained a reference to the Settled Land 
Acts. They were not asked to run counter to Re Baggs or to 
Land Acts, but they were asked to apply sections 120 and of 
Lunacy Act, 1890, to the power conferred by the settlement 
the tenant for life to concur in the sale, inter alia, of the - 
house. 

Lopxzs, L.J., said it was clear that this order could not be made under 
the Settled Land Acts, Sr We pores pete Geek SS8 eer 
of unsound mind so found by inquisition. combined effect of sec- 
tions 120 and 128 of the Act of 1890 together with the power contained in 
the settlement was that that which was desirable in this case could be 
done. 

Davey, L.J., concurred.—Counsen, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Ingle 
Joyce ; Mitchell. Soxscrtors, Grover, Humphreys, § Son 


{Reported by W. SHaticross Goppanrp, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Court of Appeal. 
MUSURUS BEY v. GADBAN AND OTHERS—No. 1, 28th May. 


Srarure or Loarrations—Ampassapor’s Privitecr—Freespom From 
—AnsENCE BEYOND Sras—21 Jac. 1, c. 16—4 & 5 Anne, c. 16,8, 19-7 
Anne, c. 12, s. 3—R. 8S. C., XI. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of a divisional court on a special 
coins untalt te clin Wakes cat caine 0 ty ciate tam consent. 
The action was b ht by Etienne Musurus Bey, as executor of his father, 
the late Musurus Pacha, who was for many years the Turkish Ambassador 
to this country, to recover certain Turkish bonds which had belonged to 
the Pacha, and were in the possession of the defendants, who were the 
executrix and executors of the late Paul Gadban, who had acted as banker 
to the Pacha and his Embassy. The plaintiff's claim was 

defendants, and judgment was entered by consent 

the bonds to him; but the defendants, as such executrix and exevutots 
aforesaid, and also as assignees of one Watson, counter-claimed to récover 
a sum of SOT Oe ee Ne ee ee 
and Watson to Musurus ha in 1873. The plaintiff pleaded that the 
defendants’ claim was barred by the Statute of Limitations (21 Jac. 1, o. 


16) ; but the defendants cont SS eS Se ae 
against the creditors of the Pacha, first, by reason of his 
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Rules of the Supreme Court, the statute did not begin to run 

the period that Musurus Pacha lived beyond the seas after his 

ure from this country. The plaintiff appealed. The following 
ere Cited :—Magdalena Steam Navigation Co. v. Martin (2 E. & E. 

» Taylor v. Best (14 C. B. 487), Murray v. East India Co. (5 B. & A. 

), las v. Forrest (4 Bing. 686), and Wilding v. Bean (1891, 1 Q. B. 

; 64 L. T. N.S. 41). 

Tue Covrt (A. L. Surrn and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said it was not disputed that primd facie the Statute 
of Limitations was an answer to the claim for £3,107; for the debt was 
contracted in 1873, and the present claim for payment was not made till 
December, 1892. But it was said that Messrs. Gadban and Watson had 
no cause of action against Musurus Pacha for the money lent in 1873 before 
he left this country in February, 1886, for until then he was not capable 
of being sued in the courts of this country, he being an ambassador 
thereto ; and since then he had continuously lived beyond the seas; there- 
fore the Statute of Limitations did not begin to run until his executor 
paved ere in this country. The plaintiff, however, though he ad- 
mi that Musurus Pacha -ould not have been effectively sued during 
the period he was de facto ambassador in London (see Magdalena Steam 
Navigation Co. vy. Martin), said that no case had actually decided that a 
writ could not be sued out against an ambassador if it were not served ; 
and he contended that a writ might have been sued out, though not served, 
by Messrs. Gadban and Watson at any time prior to 1879, and kept alive 
by renewal every six months until Musurus Pacha ceased to be ambassa- 
dor and became a private gentleman, and that the Statute of Limitations 
began to run from the date when this unserved writ might have been sued 
out, which constituted a cause of action which was long prior to six years 
before the making of the present claim. He also argued, if wrong as to 
this, that Musurus Pacha could have been effectively sued to judgment by 
suing out and serving a writ upon him during the two months between 
the 7th of December, 1885, and February, 1886, whilst he was making 
ready to leave this country, and that a cause of action arose then which 
was also more than six years prior to the present claim. And lastly 
he said, even if wrong upon both these points, and if no cause of 
action arose until after Musurus Pacha had left this country in February, 
1886, a cause of action arose then, for Musurus Pacha after his return to 
Turkey — have been sued under the provisions of order 11, and 
the cause of action therefore arose in February, 1886, which again was 
more than six years before the present claim ; so that from any point of 
view Messrs. Gadban and Watson’s cause of action was statute barred. 
There were three statutes applicable to this case: the 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, 
which enacted that all actions should be commenced within six years after 
the cause of action; the 4 & 5 Anne, c. 16, which enacted that, if 
defendants were beyond seas at the time of the accrual of the causes of 
action, plaintiffs should be at liberty to bring such actions within six 
years after the defendants returned from beyond seas; and lastly the 7 
Anne, c. 12, which by section 3 declared that ‘‘all writs and processes 
that shall at any time hereafter be sued forth or prosecuted whereby the 

of an ambassador authorized and received as such by her 

jesty, her heirs, or successors . . . may be arrested and imprisoned 

or chattels may be distrained, seized, or attached, shall be 
and adjudged to be utterly null and void to all intents, construc- 

, and purposes whatsoever.” The principles upon which an 
ambassador was free from being impleaded in the courts of this country 
were clearly laid down in the judgment of the Court of Queen’s Bench in 
Steam Navigation Co. y. Martin, and it would be inconsistent 
those principles to hold that an ambassador, who had at least as 
from suits as the sovereign whom he represented, could, 
even apart from the statute 7 Anne, c. 12, have a writ sued out against 
him commanding him in the name of her Majesty to appear in her courts 
er the claim of one of her subjects, even although such writ was 
be served. If, however, such a writ were sued out, it could not 
ly be renewed every six months as suggested, for the rule relating 
to renewal of a writ (ord. 8, r. 1) contemplated the case where there 
was a defendant capable of being sued and served when the writ 
was issued, but who could not be found, or where there was some other 
good reason for the renewal of the writ, and did not apply to a case like 
, where there was no such defendant at all when the writ was 
out. When the judge ascertained that the writ which he was asked 

to renew had been s out against an ambassador accredited to this 
it would be his duty to refuse the application for renewal, and to 
the writ had been improvidently issued. Messrs. Gadban and 
ateon therefore had no cause of action against Musurus Pacha | gpa to 
of December, 1885, when he presented his letters of recall. 
, it had been held that as on the one hand there cannot be a cause 
action within the meaning of the Statute of James, from which the six 
years will commence to run, unless there be a person in existence capable 
of suing (sce Murray v. East India Co.) so on the other hand there can be 
no cause of action unless there is somebody who can be sued: Douglas v. 
Forrest. As there was no person whom Messrs. Gadban and Watson could 
have sued, at any rate down to the 7th of December, 1885, the statute had 
not commenced to run before that date. As to the second point, it had 
been held in Magdalena Steam Navigation Co. v. Martin that there could be 
an ambassador while he was accredited, nor even 
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enactment passed 
plaintiffs; and it was impossible to hold that order 11, which was a rule 
provisions of 4 statute. The 


of practice and procedure, repealed the 





statute conferred a certain privilege upon plaintiffs, and with that privilege 
order 11 had nothing whatever todo. The plaintiff therefore failed upon 
all points, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

Davey, L.J., delivered judgment to the like effect.—Covunsgx, Pollard ; 
Lawson Walton, Q.C., and G. P. Macdonell. Sottctrors, Busk ¢ Mellor ; 
Austin § Austin. 

{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re HOLFORD, HOLFORD v. HOLFORD—No. 2, 28th May. 


InrANTS—MAINTENANCE—CONTINGENT Cxiass—VeESTING OF OnE SHARE~ 
Conveyanctne Act, 1881, s. 43. 


This was an ap from a decision of Chitty, J., reported ante, p. 338. 
H. 8. Holford, who died in July, 1888, by his will, dated the same year, 
gave his residue, consisting of a mixed fund made up of personal estate 
and the proceeds of sale of real estate, to trustees upon trust for the child 
or children of Thomas Holford who should be living at the testator’s 
death, and who should attain twenty-one years, in equal shares if more 
than one, and if but one the whole to be in trust for that one child. The 
will contained no maintenance clause. At the testator’s death six children 
of Thomas Holford were living, all infants. The eldest child, a daughter, 
had recently attained her majority. She had married and settled her 
interests under the will. She and the trustees of her settlement claimed 
(1) one-sixth share of the original estate and of the income, amounting to 
£40,000, accumulated during her minority ; (2) the whole income of the 
residuary estate, which was about £10,000 per annum, accruing from the 
time she came of age till the time the next child came of age, and from 
that time one-half thereof until another child came of age, and so on; (3) 
the income of the accumulated fund in like manner. The Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, s. 43, sub-section 1, provides that ‘‘ where any property is held 
by trustees in trust for an infant . contingently on his attaining 
the age of twenty-one years . . . the trustees may .. . apply 
towards the infant’s maintenance the income of that property. . . .’’ 
Sub-section 2, ‘‘ the trustees shall accumulate all the residue of that in- 
come . . . and shall hold these accumulations for the benefit of the 
person who ultimately becomes entitled to the property from which the 
same arise. . . .” Chitty, J., held that the eldest daughter was only 
entitled to receive her one-sixth share of the capital and accumulations, 
but not to the income of the remaining five-sixths, which was applicable 
during the suspense of vesting to the maintenance of the infants. The 
daughter appealed. 

Tue Court (Linney, Lorrs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linpvtey, L.J., delivered a written judgment, in the course of which he 
said the order appealed from sneemel so manifestly right that he was sur- 
prised to find it made the subject of an appeal. It must be remembered 
that the income of a residuary personal estate, or of a residuary fund 
arising from the proceeds of the sale of real and personal estate, is 
regarded as accessory to the capital, and belongs to those to whom the 
residue is bequeathed (vide Genery v. Fitzgerald, Jac. 468, and Countess of 
Bective v. Hodgson, 10 H. L. Cas. 656). The income of such a residue 
belongs to the legatees thereof absolutely or contingently, according to the 
terms of the residuary gift. The case which has to be dealt with may 
therefore be put thus: A testator bequeaths property and the income of 
it to such of the six children of A. as shall attain twenty-one ; and it is 
contended that as soon as one of them attains twenty-one he or she is en- 
titled to the whole income until another of them attains twenty-one, and 
then that those two are entitled to the whole income until another 
attains twenty-one, and so on. This extraordinary contention is not 
based on the intention of the testator, and is obviously opposed there- 
to. But it is said there is a series of decisions which compel the 
court to defeat that intention, and to do a manifest injustice to the 
younger children. The argument for the appellant is based on the 
assertion that each child as he attains twenty-one acquires a vested 
interest in the whole fund, subject to be divested by other children 
attaining twenty-one, and that the first child who attains twenty-one 
is entitled to the whole income of the fund until some other child attains 
twenty-one, and thereby acquires a similarly vested interest. But upon 
what principle a child who attains twenty-one acquires, as between him- 
self and his brothers and sisters, a vested interest in more than one-sixth 
of the fund is to me quite unintelligible. The fund is given to all the 
children alike; as each attains twenty-one he becomes absolutely 
entitled to one-sixth, he and the other children are still contingently 
entitled to the remaining unvested shares; but no child who has attained 
twenty-one is entitled to a vested interest in more than one-sixth until 
his share is increased by the death of one or more of the other children 
under twenty-one. ‘This is as true of the income as of the capital, and is 
in accordance with common sense and justice, and is, moreover, warranted 
by Hawkins v. Combe (1 B. C. C. 335) and Brandon v. Aston (2 Y. & C. Ch. 
24), which last case is indistinguishable in any material respect from the 
present. The principal authorities relied on by the appellant are 
Shepherd v. Ingram (Amb. 448), Mills v. Norris (5 Ves. 335), and Scott v. 
Scarborough (1 Beav. 154). But when those cases are looked at it will be 
seen that not one of them decides the rights, inter se, of the existing 
members of a class of persons contingently entitled to property. Shepherd 
v. Ingram was a decision on the rights of such a class of persons on the 
one hand, and other persons not included in that clase on the other. But 
in this case we have no concern with any one not a member of the class to 
whom the gift is made. That class cannot now wholly fail, for one 
child has attained twenty-one, and if all the other members of the class 
die under twenty-one the child who has attained twenty-one will take the 
whole fund absolutely. There is sense in saying that the income of 

roperty given contingently toa class of persons belongs to its members for 
the time being as against persons who are only entitled if and when the class 
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ceases to exist, but there is no sense in say. that one of a class takes 
the whole income in which other persons belonging to the same class 
have already a contingent interest which may become absolute. In Mills 
vy. Norris and Scott v. Scarborough the question for decision was whether 
some members of a class were entitled to the income of property given to 
them and others of the same class who were not yet born, and the answer 
was, Yes. The decision was just. To treat the future possible rights of 
unborn persons as existing rights, even if only contingent, would have 
been to depart from sound principles. The other older cases cited by the 
appellant are open to similar observaticns or present still less difficulty. 
Re Jeffery (1891, 1 Ch. 671) proceeded, in my opinion, upon a misconcep- 
tion of the cases to which I have alluded, and cannot be supported. 
Furneaux v. Rucker (W.N., 1879, p. 135), referred to by North, So in Re 
Jeffery, and again in Re Adams (1893, 1 Ch. 329), presents some difficulty, 
but it was not a case of residue, and I do not know enough about it to 
adopt it as an authority for departing from the principle on which 
Hawkins v. Combe and Brandon v. Aston were decided. I come, therefore, 
to the conclusion that the infant children are contingently entitled to five- 
sixths of the residue with which we have to deal, and that neither the 
whole capital nor the whole income of that residue is, during their 
minority, vested in, or payable to, the child who has attained twenty-one. 
If this be so, it is plain that the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 43, authorizes 
the trustees to apply the infants’ contingent shares of income towards 
their maintenance. It is true that if all the members of the class had 
died under twenty-one the next of kin would have taken, but, notwith- 
standing that possibility, the Act authorizes the application of the income 
towards muintenance. This was decided, and quite rightly, in Re Adams. 
So although, if those children who are still under age should die under 
twenty-one, the child who has attained twenty-one will take their shares, 
stili the Act authorizes the application of the income of their contingent 
shares to their maintenance, for the income contingently belongs to them. 
This conclusion is quite consistent with Re Dickson (29 Ch. D. 331), for the 
interest on the legacy there in question did not follow the legacy before it 
became vested, but was payable to persons other than the legatee. The 
court held that section 43 did not authorize the maintenance of an infant 
out of income which did not, and never could, belong to him, but the Act 
was clearly intended to authorize, and does authorize, his maintenance out 
of income which will become his if he lives long enough to acquire a vested 
interest in the property from which the income ariees. This appeal must 
be dismissed, with costs. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgt, Byrne, Q.C., and G. Law- 
rence; Farwell, Q.C., and Davenport Cunliffe; H. F. Wilson. Soxtcrrors, 
Cunliffes § Davenport ; Sutton, Ommaney, § Rendall. 


[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re NASH, PRALL v. BEVAN—No. 2, 23rd May. 


Witt—Construction—‘‘ Ngargest Re.attves THEN Livine ’’—Tig or 
ASCERTAINING OLASs. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. Samuel Nash, who 
died in 1879, by his will, dated the 24th of March, 1870, gave, devised, 
and bequeathed the whole of his estate and effects to his wife for life, and 
after her decease directed that ‘‘the nearest relatives then living (to be 
hereafter named in a codicil) should receive the benefit — among 
them.” The testator died without having made any codicil. His wife 
died on the 20th of January, 1893. On the 6th of April Kekewich, J., 
held that upon the death of the wife the property ed to the persons, 
other than the wife, who would have been next of kin by blood of the tes- 
tator if he had survived his wife and died immediately thereafter. 

Tue Court (Liyptey, Lorgs, and Davey, L JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Linpiey, L.J., said that ‘‘ the nearest relatives ’’ meant the testator’s 
next of kin by blood, but that the class must be ascertained at the date of 
- testator’s death, only those members of the class to take who survived 
the wife. 

Lorgs and Davrzy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgi, J. M. Gover; E. Ford. 
Soxtcrrors, C. § E. Woodroffe ; Lee, Ockerby, § Everington, for Thomas Buss, 
Tunbridge Wells. 

[Reported by C. F. Duxoax, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SHAW, ROBINSON » SHAW —North, J., 25th May. 


Serrtement on Future Intecitmate Cxrtpren—‘' CuHitp BN VENTRE 8A 
Mérz.”’ 


This was sn adjourned summons taken out to determine who were 
entitled to certain trust funds under the following ciroumstances :—In 1843 
William Shaw went through the ceremony of with Emma Bentley, 
his aunt of the half blood. On the 19th of April, 1844, a settlement was 
made of £15,000, to which Emma Bentley was entitled, on the ‘‘ husband ’’ 
and “‘wife’’ successively for life, with remainder to the issue of the 
‘* marriage’’ as Emma Bentley should by deed or will appoint. On the 
3rd of May, 1844, Elizabeth, the eldest daughter, was born. There were 
ten children, of whom six were now living. illiam Shaw died in Emma's 
lifetime, leaving all his property to her. Emma ty her will appomted, 
under the power in the settlement, to her six chil and a grandchild, 
and died in 1892. It was now contended on behalf of Elizabeth, the 
eldest daughter, that as she was en ventre sa mére at the date of the settle- 
ment she was in a different position from the other children. They being 
future illegitimate children at the date of the settlement could not take, 
but Elizabeth, being then in esse, took, it was said, both the share 


or 


the 19th of April, 1844, a se 
called his wife. On the 3rd of 
others were born subsequently. in 
1892. Under the settlement it is said that the first child takes 
It is conceded that the rest cannot take an 
settlement is a provision for illegitimate 

tten. It was, no doubt, present to the mind of 
c was likely to be born at an early date, but it was in’ 
provision for children'who should be born. The child was 
in esse as it was wi a month of its birth, and it might have had a settle- 
ment made upon it if apt words, ¢.g., ‘‘the child begotten but not yet 
born,’’ had been used. But the only reference is to a class of future 
illegitimate children. It is said that ‘‘ child’ 
and that in the lifetime of the father and mother their conduct was such 
that the child was acknow: . That is not enough, because this is the 
case of a deed and not of a . The child could not have any reputation 
#8 being a child of any i because 
it was not born.—Counssg., Strickland, Vernon C. James, Fellows. 
Soutcrrors, Stibbard, Gibson, § Co., for C. M. Booth, Ashton-under-Lyne. 


{Reported by G. B. Hamitrox, Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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Winding-up Cases. 


Re ANGLO-AUSTRIAN PRINTING AND PUBLISHING CO.—Vaughan 
Williams, J., 28th May. 


Company—WInpING urp—Taxation or Costs—Orriciat Recetver’s Rerorr 
—Insrructions ror Brrer—Tutep Counsgst—F gs ror CowsvuLtaTions— 
Rerresuers—Companies Winpinc up Russ, 1890, s. 78—R. 8. C.,, 
LXV., 27, 48, Appgnpix N., Pant I., n, 81. 


This wae an application to vary the ’s certificate of taxation. 
A summons had been taken out 7 the official receiver and liq 
under section 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and ad 
into court. One of the respondents was ordered to pay the = 
costs. The hearing extended over several days, and the uaa were 
voluminous. Part of the evidence was given vivd voce. The registrar 
disallowed the follow items: (a) tions for official receiver's 
special report under rule 78 of the : 
(6) dra such veges at 1s. folio; (c) making copy of same for 
printer ; (d) instructions for ; (e) fees of ap "8 counsel 
and costs incidental to his loyment; (f) fees to counsel for consulta- 
tions (after the first one) di the ; (g) refreshers to counsel. 
Tbe official receiver and liquidator app to vary the registrar's 
certificate of taxation. 

Vavenan Wiis, J., held: As to (4), (), and (c) that the registrar 
had rightly refused to treat the a as a please, © canines’. 0 
pleading ; that it was not an affidavit, or within R. 8. O., 1883, ord. 65, r. 
27, and that it was rightly held to be a statement of facts, for which 
only charges which could be made 
copying at 4d. a folio. As to (d), that the registrar was in 
that this charge could not be made. 


u 


‘ 


all the necessary proofs 
vations at the rate of 1s. for drawing and 4d. 
His lordship, however, said that in his 

altered so as to allow instructions for brief on a misfeasance summons. 


: 
ee 


consultations day by day. As 
supposing that he had no power to 
journed into court, for that such a case where oral evidence 
adduced was a matter within R. 8. C., 1883, A 
100 of the Judicature Act, 1873; and that on 
be referred back to the registrar, but 
0 inion 0s to wogines © Maur be Hae he eer 
‘uir Mackenzie; C. BE. BE. Jenkins. 
Williams ; Maddisons. 

{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division, 
THE QUEEN +. DENWIS—O. C. R., 28th May. 


Pustic Heattu—Satuuxa Nurs unerr vor Human Foop—Wonnsatz 
Deaten — Evipgxce or Intention — Notice to Purcuassr — 
Heatru (Lonnon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vuer. o. 76), 8. 47. 

Case stated by the chairman of the of London Sessions, the 
convicted of an offence 





to her and the rest of the property in default of appointment. ccleston v. 





Sader section 47 oth (3) of the Pr onfen) 1891. 
That section provides as follows : (1) “Any medical officer feu on 
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sanitary inspector may at all reasonable times enter any premises and 
and examine . . . (4) any article, whether solid or liquid, 
intended for the food of man, and sold or exposed for sale or deposited in 
any place for the purpose of sale or of preparation for sale, the proof that 
the same was not or deposited for any such purpose, or was not 
intended for the food of man, resting with the person charged ; and if any 
such article appears to such medical officer or inspector to be diseased or 
unsound or unwholesome or unfit for the food of man, he may seize and 
carry away the same himself or by an assistant in order to have the same 
dealt with by a justice. (2) If it ap to a justice that any animal or 
article which has been eeized or is liable to be seized under this section is 
diseased or unsound or unwholesome or unfit for the food of man, he shall 
condemn the same and order it to be destroyed, or so disposed of as to 
prevent it from being exposed for sale or used for the food of man; and 
the person to whom the same belongs or did belong at the time of sale or 
— for sale or deposit for the purpose of sale or of preparation for 
le or in whose possession or on whose premises the same was found shall 
be liable on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding £50 for every 
animal or article, or if the article consists of fruit, vegetables, corn, bread, 
or flour, for every parcel thereof so condemned, or, at the discretion of 
the court, without the infliction of a fine, to imprisonment for a term of 
not more than six months with or without hard labour. (3) Where it is 
shewn that any article liable to be seized under this section, and found in 
the on of any person, was purchased by him from another person 
for food of man, and when so purchased was in such a condition as to 
be liable to be seized and condemned under this section, the person who 
so sold the same shall be liable to the fine and imprisonment above- 
mentioned unless he proves that at the time he sold the said article he did 
not know and had no reason to believe that it was in such condition.”’ 
The facts in the present case were as follows: The defendant, a fruit and 
_ broker carrying on business in Covent-garden, on the 11th of 
ber, 1893, received a consignment of 83 bags of Grenoble walnuts for 

half of a foreign owner. One bag was taken from the bulk as a 
sample, and the walnuts in that bag were good, nor was there anything in 
the external appearance of any of the packages which formed the bulk or 
in their weight or smell to indicate that they were not equal to the sample. 
It was admitted, however, by the defendant that the walnuts were of a 
cheap quality and liable to go bad quickly, and that he knew that most of 
the would in all probability contain a greater or less number of 
walnuts which were bad and unfit for the food of man. On Saturday, 
October 21, ten bags were sold to a customer, who, later on in the same 
day, returned eight of them as bad—that is, as containing so many bad 
nuts that it was not worth the trouble and expense of separating them 
from the good. Knowledge of this return, however, did not reach the 
endant until Monday, the 23rd, and upon receiving this intimation he 
caused the whole of the bulk then in his possession to be examined, and such 
of the bags, 23 in number, as were found to be worthless, were destroyed. 
Before the return of the eight bags Charles Lyons, a wholesale and retail 
fruiterer, after examining the sample, bought and paid for twenty other of 
the bags. Such _— and payment were made at the pigeon hole of 
the pay-desk in the defendant’s shop, over which was exhibited a large 
ted notice in big type as follows:—‘‘Special notice to buyers. 
packages of either fruit or vegetables, the contents of which may 

partly prove unsound, either from delay in transit or any other cause, are 
sold on the express condition that the buyers sort the contents and destroy 
the unsound portion before being offered to the public.—W. Dennis.” It 
‘was also proved that it was the practice of fruit brokers in Covent-garden 
to sell foreign fruit in the packages in which it comes from abroad, with- 
out examination of the contents, except by opening one or more samples 
according to the size of the consignment, and by seeing whether the out- 
ides of the shewed any signs of damage, and by testing the 
t and smell; that packages were frequently sold, although the 
knew, or had reason to believe, that some part of the contents were 
unfit for human food, and that as between brokers and buyers 
it was the buyer’s duty to see that the bad fruit was separated from the 
good and per tg and that none of it was offered to the public. It was, 
moreover, by witnesses that there was neither time, nor room, nor 
skilled labour enough obtainable at Covent-garden to enable the brokers 
sort the fruit from the bad before it was sold by them. None of 
ts sold to Lyons were ever offered by him for sale, for he dis- 
covered on the ~~ on which he bought them that the greater number of 
them were bad. He kept them until the following Monday, the 23rd of 
October, when he handed them to the sanitary inspector for the Vestry of 
, by whom, on the same day, they were taken to a police 
, inspected and condemned by him as unfit for the food of man, 
destroyed. On these facts the counsel for the defendant contended, 
first, that no offence under sub-section 3 of section 47 had been shewn, 
because that sub-section only applied where heel geen in whose possession 
the articles in question were found had hi , committed an offence 
under sub-section (2); seccndly, that if the defendant had contracted with 
Lyons that Lyons should, in accordance with the notice, sort the bags and 
the unsound walnuts, the defendant would not be guilty of the 

offence charged, and that the notice was evidence of such a contract; 
thirdly, that the jury should be asked whether the defendant, when he 
sold the , Anotiing ‘theme im ques bet enen coune tem. 
intended or only the good ones for the food of man, The chair- 
second contentions and declined to leave the 
he directed the jury to find the defendant 

found that he sold the walnuts to Lyons, and that the wal- 
of sale unfit for the use of man; unless he proved 

e did not know, and had no reason to 
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that the defendant could not contract himself out of the liability to a! lawfully convicted un 





ir ped under the Act by agreeing with Lyons to sort out and destroy the 
nuts, and that they must altogether disregard the notice. The ques- 
tion was whether this direction was right. The case was argued on the 
28thof April, before Lord Coleridge, O.J.,and Hawkins, Mathew, Cave, and 
Grantham, JJ., and was re- before the full court on the 5th of May, 
when judgment was reserved. 

Tue Court (Hawxrns, Cavs, GrantuaM, CHARLES, VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, 
Lawrancg, Wricut, Cotirns, Bruce, and Kennepy, JJ., Maruew, J., 
dissenting) held that the conviction must be quashed. 

Cave, J., delivered a written judgment in favour of quashing the 
conviction, on the ground that the walnuts were never seizable under 
sub-section (1) while in the possession of Lyons, and that, therefore, the 
defendant could not be convicted under sub-section (3). 

Matuew, J., in the course of a written judgment to the effect that the 
conviction ought to be affirmed, said it was not denied that the walnuts 
were unfit for human food, and he saw no reason to doubt that at the 
time when the defendant sold them to Lyons the walnuts were liable to 
be seized on the ground that they were intended for the food of man, and 
were sold to be used for that purpose. In regard to the notice, they were 
asked to adda proviso to the section, to the effect that the sale of what 
was unfit for food should be lawful if the seller stipulated that the buyer 
before re-sale should separate the sound from the unsound portion, and he 
had no reason to believe the Legislature contemplated any such addition to 
the statute. He did not think the seller could in this way shift his 
responsibility upon the buyer. 

wk1ns, J., in the course of a written judgment (in which Cuar.zs, 

Vavenan Wiuiams, Lawrance, Wricut, and Couns, JJ., concurred), 
said: The mere possession of an article of food ordinarily used as human 
food which is in an unwholesome condition is not unlawful; nor is the 
sale of it for any other purpose than for human food. It may be lawfully 
dealt with and sold for manure, or for a variety of other purposes not 
necessary to enumerate. It isthe sale or exposure of it with the intention 
that it be used for human food which is an essential element to the 
rendering the jon of it illegal; and it 1s immaterial whether the 
sale be with the intention that the purchaser is himself to be the 
consumer or whether it is sold with a view to its resale for human food 
by the purchaser. The burden of proof that such intention did not 
exist is, by section 47, cast upon the person charged with an offence, and 
in the absence of such proof the intention to sell for the food of man will 
be assumed if an article ordinarily so used be found exposed for sale or sold, 
&c. The non-existence of such a criminal intention is a fact to be established 
by evidence, and may be proved in a variety of ways ; among others, for 
instance, a bond fide contract with the purchaser subject to a condition 
that an article unfit for human food should not be so used, or disposed of 
to be so used by others, would be evidence to negative such intention. I 
say a bond fide contract, because a mere illusory formal contract to that 
effect, coupled with an underlying intention that the restrictive stipulation 
need not be observed, would be worthless as a protection to the accused ; 
but the evidence of the contract, together with the question of bona fides, 
ought to be considered by the justices if they have to determine the case, 
or submitted to the jury, if the defendant elects to be tried by jury, for 
their consideration ; and such jury ought to be asked whether they find 
the criminal intent negatived by the evidence. In this case, I think, 
having regard to the — of the trade as mentioned in the case and the 
notice, there was evidence for the jury to consider. See Symonds v. Payne 
(30 L. J. Ex. 256), Sandys v. Small (3 Q. B. D. 449). And if they upon 
such evidence had come to the conclusion that the defendant bond jide did 
not intend the articles to be, and that he sold upon an express condition 
that they should not be, used for the food of man until the bad_ walnuts 
had been separated from the good ones and destroyed, the defendant 
would have been entitled to an acquittal. Of course, I do not mean to say 
that the mere fact that the contract of sale was in accordance with the 
notice would of itself be conclusive as a defence. I only a the 
contract was evidence ayes: to - ag ant, * in - opinion, the 
chairman was wrong in refusing to leave the question ve 8 . 
and which was in substance that which the learned counsel decir soca 
be left to the jury. I have personally entertained a doubt during the 
consideration of this case, when articles of food of the same character— 
C.9+5 ones ann aes of which are and some bad are mixed 
together, but the are severable from the good, and are not in such 
proportion to the good as to make the whole unfit for human food, how 
the sanitary tor and the justices ought to deal with them. It is 
not necessary, however, now to settle that point to-day. I turn my 
attention now to the offence created by sub-section (3). To constitute 
such an offence it must be shewn—first, that articles liable to seizure were 
found in the ion of a person who has purchased of the person 
accused, for the food of man; secondly, that when so purchased the 
articles were in such a condition as to be liable to be seized 
and condemned. U the facts stated in the case I fail to see any 
evidence of these req mts to justify the conviction. I think it cannot 
be truly said that the walnuts were, even according to the ordinary mean- 

of the term, ‘‘ found” in the possession of Lyons atall. They were 
voluntarily taken by Lyons to the mong f inspector at the v -hall. 
They were not, ore, in any sense of that word, “‘ os the 
inspector. They were not when handed by Lyons to the inspector (even if 
that could be a finding and seizure) liable to be seized under sub- 
section (1). They were certainly not then intended for the food of man, 
for they were handed to the inspector with a view simply to their destruc- 
tion as unfit for food. were never whilst in Lyons’ possession either 
sold or exposed for sale, or ted in any place for the purpose of sale, 
or of preparation for sale; and if upon the facts disclosed in the case 
Lyons had been c ed before the he could not have been 
sub-section (2). The absence of all proof that the 
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walnuts were found or were liable to seizure whilst in Lyons’ possession 
would alone be fatal to the conviction; but even in the defendant’s 
possession, bad as they for the most part were, they were not seizable for 
condemnation, even in his warehouse or in his shop, nor could he have 
been convicted if he could prove that the nuts in their unwholesome con- 
dition were not sold or offered for sale, nor intended for the food of man. 
Proof of the absence of such intention the defendant undoubtedly was 
entitled to offer to the jury. His counsel endeavoured to do so. The 
evidence so offered was, in my opinion, very material to that issue, and I 
think the chairman wrongly rejected it. I am also of opinion that the 
direction of the chairman to the jury was erroneous. He seems to have 
forgotten that to satisfy the requirements of the 3rd sub-section, 
essential to a conviction, the jury ought to have been asked to find upon 
the facts necessary to establish not merely the sale by the defendant to 
Lyons, and that the nuts were then unfit for human food, but that they 
were liable to seizure under sub-section 1, both in the hands of the defend - 
ant and of Lyons—that liability involving those most important questions 
of the intention of the defendant, and the object or — for which the 
nuts were sold by the defendant to and purchased o yons. I do not 
agree altogether in the first contention of the defendant’s counsel, viz., 
that the defendant could not be convicted under sub-section (3) 

Lyons could be convicted of an offence under sub-section (2); but I do 
agree that Lyons must have been placed in ces which would 
render him liable to a conviction, unless he could establish that the wal- 
nuts, had they been seizable when in his possession, were not purchased 
or intended by him for the food of man. The circumstances as against 
each must be such as to constitute a primd facie case against each, but the 
guilt of each must depend upon whether the criminal intention existed, 
i.e., to sell for human food. I should not have felt it n to 
discuss this matter at so much length, and with so much detail, had I not 
felt its great and grave importance, not only to the defendant, whose 
reputation as a ble fruit broker I see no reason to question, but to 
the whole body of fruit brokers, who would find it difficult to pursue their 
calling if, having done all in their power to prevent unwholesome fruit 
being offered for sale for human food, they were in il of criminal 
prosecution, involving serious fine or imprisonment, such circum- 
stances as those before us. I recognize to the fullest extent the policy 
and propriety of severely dealing with those who wilfully or 

expose for sale for human food articles they know to be in an unfit con- 
dition for consumption ; but every man ought to have the fullest oppor- 
tunity of establishing his innocence if he can. From a grave t on 
the of the learned chairman, I think the defendant been deprived 
of that opportunity. I think the conviction ought to be quashed, because, 
on the advnitted facts, no offence under sub-section (3) d be established, 
and because, even assuming a primd facie case, the chairman refused to 
put before the jury material evidence tendered for the defence, and mis- 
directed the jury in telling them what would constitute guilt. The con- 
viction must be quashed. 

Grantuam, J., and Kennepy, J. (with whom Brucs, J., concurred), read 
judgments to the like effect. Conviction quashed.—CounsgL, Sir Henry 
James, Q.C., and R. D. Muir; G. Elliott. Soxtcrrons, Wilson ¢ Wallis ; 
J. Harrison. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


25th May.—Tuomas Noron (12, Great Swan-alley, City of London). 

25th May.—Ciaupe Asuiey Anson Pentey (5, John-street, Bedford- 
tow, London). 

25th May.Srropz Urron Routns (35, Bedford-row, London). 





THE FINANCE BILL, 1894. 


Tue following is the report of a committee of the Council of the Incorporated 
i= Society on the Finance Bill, 1894, so far as it relates to the death 
uties :— 

The object of the Bill is to impose duties on all property passing on a 
death after the 3lst of May, 1894, ona scale po | according to the 
value of the property, and so as to tax real and personal estate to an equal 
amount; irrespective of the number of persons between whom it is to be 
divided, of the relationship of those persons to the predecessor, and of the 
duration of their interest. 

The death duties are already a most intricate subject which few 
thoroughly understand, and the present Bill will greatly complicate them, 
not only during the transitional period, but permanently. 

The Bill consolidates to some extent the existing duties, but the 
consolidation is incomplete. The new duty, although imposed under one 
name, is really two duties, and the old legacy and succession duties remain 
unaffected, except that succession duty is increased by henceforth 
neglecting, in the calculation, the age of the successor, and charging the 
duty on the capital value of the estate. Anomalies already exist; the 
present Bill will increase the number of them. 

With a graduated scale such as proposed by this Bill (where £49,990 
will pay at 4} per cent.—£2,250, and £50,010 will pay at 5 cent. = 
£2,505—that is, an estate only £20 larger will pay £255 more duty), 
disputes will arise on small sums. This would have been avoided by 
making graduation in the way usual with commission, say a certain per- 
centage up to £1,000, and a certain other percentage for the next £5,000, 








endive on, thus conthialing he iapistenenct Ram Clguieen Senin 
fein to be regretted that opportunity has not been taken to abolish the 


ad valorem stamp duty on personalty, which is most ual 
as compared with roulsy, and weighs heevily in sovtlomente of tife 
a aan avemiatets opinion as to the policy of 
e council are not on to express any as 
the pro taxation. The following report isa short summary of the 
effect of the Bill as drawn, with for some modifications in its 
details and in the machinery for the new duties. 
Clause I. On the death of everyone after the 3lst of May, 1894, 
estate duty is to be paid on the pri value of all property, real or 
, settled or not settled, which = i do 6 eee 
rates prescribed in clause XIV. nay duty is to be in of the 


_ 


Stamp duties on affidavit lodged on applying for probate or adminis- 
tration. 


0) 
. Stamp duties im by section 38 of the Act, 1881, and extended 
by section 11 of the Act of 1889—that is, account duty. 
Additional succession duties imposed by section 21 of the Act of 1888. 
: aw estate duties imposed by sections 5 and 6 of the Act of 
889. 

. The 1 per cent. legacy and succession duty now payable. 
II. (1) Property passing on the death of the deceased is to include :— 
(a) Property of which the deceased was competent to dispose. 
Toe crete a amie pet ps ols 

to w sui juris 3 

tenant in ne pein oe, eae ee Sa 
F deed or will, notwith- 
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of the where a benefit accrues to anyone. 
It is that the word ‘‘ where” should be omitted, and 
the words “‘ to the extent to which’’ inserted for the reasons set 
(0) Prog + t duty (incl real property 
c now ect account du uw 
which would iri Act of 1889 have been Mea, if it were per- 


sonalty) and if the words “voluntary,” ‘‘volunteer,’’ &c., were 
omitted from that Act. 


(d) Any annuity purchased by the deceased to the extent of the benefit 
to 


accruing to any by the s 

Sub-sections (+) and (@) will impose Seon Be ain hoe 
lives, or of an annuity on their ceasing. The Succession Duty Act 
of 1853, s. 12, provides that no succession duty shall be payable 
where the predecessor and the successor are the same person. It is 
eggs Set Gh aS We ee ee 
uty. 

Property liable to duty also includes property abroad if it is liable to 
legacy or succession duty, or would be so liable but for the relationship of 
the person to whom it passes. 

Property abroad has hitherto been exempt from probate duty, on the 

ground that an English probate not give a title to it. A 
grant in respect of abroad has to be obtained from the 
foreign authorities, who impose their own duties on it. This sub- 
section excludes any claim for estate duty on property abroad 
be oma wo No eet gotten gency «ome nging to 
ri subjects. 

By the interpretation clause XVII. (3) property includes any 
in which the wife or husband of the deceased takes an estate wome 
curtesy. 

(2) Provides that estate duty shall er beak agar by pied om em | 
held by the deceased as trustee for another person under a not 
made by the deceased. 

The words “ under a disposition not made by the deceased ’’ appear to 
be unfair. If the deceased is a mere trustee without beneficial 
interest, duty ought not to be charged on his death on the property 
Fh Ep ey ee 

Ill. property on 
to form one estate, so as to ascertain the proper rate, but property which 
under = Ghayediieh sat mile Eeeeren pene Se than 
a wife, husband, or lineal descendant without any benefit reserved 
or given to any of them, is not to be aggregated, but to be a separate 
estate. 

It is suggested that the words ‘‘ without any benefit being reserved or 

given to any of them” should be struck out, and that there should 
be added at the end of the : 
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deceased has ‘‘no power to dispose of’ the property. The same 
observation applies to property in which the wife or husband of 
the deceased takes an estate by dower or curtesy if the property 
passes on the death to collaterals. 

This scheme of ag, tion, coupled with the subsequent clauses, 
im on all persons having the custody of any property 
belonging to a deceased person, and all purchasers of such 
property, an obligation to see that the estate duty on it has been 
paid, will seriously complicate all transactions. 

As the amount of duty on each item of property depends on the aggre- 
gate amount of property passing by the death, it will be difficult to 
obtain from the commissioners the certificate prescribed by clause X., 
that the full estate duty on any particular item has been paid, and 
without this certificate no single item of the deceased’s pro- 
perty can be paid or transferred to or sold by the executor (see 
clauses VII. and VIII.). 

The system of aggregation will also increase the difficulty of dealing 
with reversionary interests, as it will not be possible to know 
beforehand at what rate duty will have to be paid. It would be 
useful if, on application by persons intending to deal with rever- 
sions, the commissioners were authorized to give a certificate fixing 
the rate at which duty is to be chargeable on them, and such certi- 
ficate were made to free the property in the hands of purchasers or 
mortgagees from any higher rate of duty. 

IV. (1) If the property liable to duty is settled by the will of the 
deceased, or after the death remains settled by virtue of any disposition, a 
further estate duty is to be paid at the rate of one per cent., but if estate 
duty has been already paid since the settlement, or if probate or account 
duty has been previously paid (see clause XVII. (1) ), the estate duty 
shall not be payable again until the deceased person was or had been com- 

t to dispose of it. 

Under this clause, where real property or settled personal property on 
which account duty has not been previously paid passes on a death 
after the 3lst May, 1894, under a settlement created before that day, 
it will have to pay estate duty, in substitution for succession duty, 
if the property passes to lineal descendants ; and in addition to it, if 
it passes to collaterals, ¢g., if the property is settled on lineal 
descendants, and the aggregate value of it is £25,000, it will 
pay £5 10s. per cent. estate duty instead of £1 103. per cent. suc- 
cession duty. 

(2) If a person interested under a settlement dies before coming into 
possession, and if the settlement continues in existence after his death, 
this death will not create an estate duty. 

The inconsistency between this sub-section and clause II. (1) (a) has 

been already pointed out. 

V. (2) The executor shail pay estate duty in respect of all personal 

wheresoever situate of which the deceased was competent to dis- 
-at his death on delivering the Inland Revenue affidavit, and may pay 
it on any other pro 4 

Under the interpretation attached to the words ‘‘ competent to dispose 
of”? in clause XVIII. (2), there may be a substantial amount of 

— property of which the deceased was competent to dispose, 

ut of which the executor will not be able to get possession. The | 
executor ought only to be liable to pay the duty on the property 
of which the probate will enable him to get possession. Further, 
the introduction of the words ‘‘ wheresoever situate’’ requires the 
executor to pay estate duty on the deceased’s property abroad 
before he can get his probate in England. This is quite unrea- 
sonable 


The Bill ought to contain some machinery for enabling an executor to 
in, as he:can do now, partial or provisional probate and the 
necessary certificates of payment of duty in respect of such pro- 
perty as is within his reach or within his knowledge. If this is not 
done, there will be delay which must involve very serious conse- 
quences. 

This sub-section authorizes the executor to pay the estate duty on any 
property other than the personal property of which the deceased 
was competent to dispose. There does not appear to be any reason 
why an executor should be authorized to pay duty on property over 


the benefit he gets, and this should apply whether the debts are 
due to persons abroad or at home, and whether the consideration 
for them was money or other valuable consideration, such as 
marriage, except in the cases of settlements executed within twelve 
months before the death, which are liable to duty under clause 1. 

(4) Provides that reversions to which the deceased was entitled may be 
paid on at the value at the time of death, or subsequently when the rever- 
sion falls in; but if the payment is postponed till the reversion falls in, 
the rate of duty upon the reversionary interest is to be calculated accord- 
ing to its value at that time, together with the value of the estate as 
originally ascertained. 

This clause requires amendment by inserting ‘‘ only one” in line 35 
between the words ‘‘ expectancy ’’ and “‘ estate,’ so as to make it 
clear that only one duty is payable. 

(5) The value of the estate is to be ascertained by the commissioners. 

(6) Anyone aggrieved by the valuation of ‘the commissioners must pay 
the duty on their valuation and then appeal to the High Court, and if the 
court thinks the valuation too high the excess duty shall be repaid. 

This reverses the present law, which requires proceedings by the Com- 
missioners of Inlaud Revenue to enforce payment according to 
their estimate if 1t is not agreed to. 

The Succession Duty Act, s. 45, provides a mode of valuation for cal- 
culating that duty. Section 50 of that Act gives an appeal in small 
cases to the county courts. This sub-section leaves the matter 
entirely in the hands of the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, 
without any directions as to the mode of calculation, and provides 
no appeal ap to the High Court, the cost of which would be 
prohibitory in all but large cases. The difficulty of ascertaining the 
capital value of real estate is notorious, and there can be no 
doubt if the Bill is passed in its present shape it will lead to end- 
less disputes. 

(To be continued.) 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The following is the seventy-seventh report of the board of directors of 
the Law Association (for the benefit of widows and families of solicitors in 
the metropolis and vicinity) to the annual general court, held on 
Thursday, the 31st of May, Mr. Charles Burt in the chair. 

1. The directors have the pleasure of submitting a report of their 
proceedings and the accounts for the past twelve months. 

2. The property of the association now consists of the following invest- 
ments, viz :—Consols, 2} per cent., £22,480 11s. 9d.; Iudia 3 per Cents , 
£4,162 18s. 6d. ; India 35 per Cents., £465 13s. 2d.; Great Indian Penin- 
sular Railway Stock, £2,500; East Indian Railway Co. (Annuity Class B), 
£6,837 103. 

3. The income of the association for the year now ending is as follows :— 
Dividends on the above investments £1,190 15s. 104., life and annual 
subscriptions for the like period, £310 16s., making the total income of the 
association £1,501 11s. 10d., for the year. 

4. The directors have distributed £1,045 amongst 26 members’ cases, 
and £200 amongst 18 non-members’ cases, making the total relief granted 
£1,245. 

5. The directors have with deep regret to report the deaths during the 
past year of the following members of the association:—Mr. John 
Wainewright, Mr. Charles Burrows, Mr. Thomas Beaumont, and Sir 
Arnold William White. 

6. By the regulations of the association, the president, vice-president, 
treasurers, directors, and auditors for the ensuing year are to be elected at 
the present meeting. 

7. The directors feel that having regard to the highly beneficial opera- 
tion of the association in the past, they may well urge upon the members 
the desirability of their making further personal efforts to promote its 
interests. 





which he will never have any control, and which will pass direct to | 

other persons, especially as clause IX., sub-section 5, enables the | 

who pays the estate duty to have power to raise such duty | 

y sale or mortgage of the property subject to it. In care of | 

quarrels between the different persons interested, the power for the | 

executor to pay and to get a charge on the other property might 
lead to many disputes. 

(3) Estate duty not paid by executor is to be paid by persons account- 
able within six months on an account, but the payment of duty on real 
property may be postponed and paid by eight yearly instalments with 
interest at 3 per cent. 

(4) The estate is to include income up to date of affidavit or account— 

The sub-section does not say whether such income is to be included in 

calculating the aggregate. If it is, the rate of duty may be 
increased on property passing to one set of persons by delay on the 
part of other persons over whom they have no control. 

VI. (1) In ascertaining the value of the estate for the purpose of duty, 
no allowance is to be made for debts or incumbrances incurred or created 
by the deceased, except where such debts were created for full considera- 
tion and money’s worth. 

It is suggested that all the words in the clause after ‘‘ and for debts and 

incumbrances,’’ to the end of sub-section 3, should be struck out. 
If the successor takes the property burdened with a debt legally 
created by the predecessor, the successor ought only to pay duty on } 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Denatine Socrery.—This society (which was established 
in 1836) held its annual dinner on May 25 at the Egyptian Room, 
‘*Monico’’ Restaurant, Piccadilly-circus. Mr. Justice Romer presided. 
Mr, Ernest Todd proposed ‘‘‘The Bench and the Bar,’’ which was 
responded to by Mr. Ernest Bagallay and Mr. T. W. Wheeler, Q.C., 
respectively. ‘*The Houses of Parliament’? were proposed by Mr. 
T. B. Napier, L.C.C., and Mr. T. T. Bucknill, Q.C., M.P., responded. 
Mr. D. Stewart Smith proposed ‘‘ The Incorporated Law Society,’’ which 
was responded to by the president, Mr. F. P. Morrell. Mr. Justice 
Romer proposed ‘‘The Law Students’ Debating Society,’’ and Mr. 
Clarence Harcourt reolied for the society. Mr. F. K. Munton 
proposed ‘The Chairman,’’ who replied. ‘*The Visitors’? were pro- 
posed by Mr. W, RK. Kinipple, and Mr. Shearme replied. In the course of 
the evening Mr. Fleming Norton (Savage Club) sang ** The Hopefal 
Nephew,”’ ‘‘ The New Home Rule,” and other songs, and Mr. Fry sang 
‘“‘A Shilling a Day,’ *‘ Father O’Flyn,” &c. There were sixty-five 
members and visitors present. ‘There are now 362 members on the rolls 
of the society, forty new metnbers having joined during the past 
session. 


June 2, 1894. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Ronert Bickerton Pootey, solicitor, died, aged seventy-four, at 
Oundle on the 24th of May. A son of the late Mr. John Pooley, of 
Upwood, Hunts, he served his articles with Mr. J. Hockley, at Guildford, 
and was admitted in 1842. He had practised in Oundle during fifty years 
past, enjoying the esteem and respect of his fellow-townsmen, as also of 
the leading families in the county, for his elevated character and personal 
worth, combined with rare literary attainments, and an ‘‘old world’’ 
courtesy of manner which should never go out of fashion. 


The death is announced of Dr. Gsorcz GumBLEToN, barrister-at-law. He 
was called to the bar in 1870, and joined the Oxford Circuit. In 1875 he 
succeeded Mr. Charles James Coleman, the present stipendiary magistrate 
of Middlesborough, as a permanent reporter for the Times in the 
Exchequer Division and subsequently in the Queen’s Bench Division. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Cuartes Avry, solicitor, Sheffield, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Auty was admitted in September, 1887. 


Mr. Howarp Percy Bzcuer, solicitor, 26, Bedford-row, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Becher was admitted in 
November, 1887. 

Mr. Tuomas James Brown, solicitor, 20, King William-street, Strand, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Brown was admitted 
in April, 1884. He is vestry clerk and clerk to the School Board for 
Acton. 


Mr. Joun Fiercuer Brewer, solicitor, Wolverhampton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Brewer was admitted in March, 
1879. 


Mr. Frank Bepwet, B.A., solicitor, Scarborough, has been a, 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bedwell was admitted in July, 1886. 


Mr. Hersert Cuartes Burrew., solicitor, 31, King-street, Cheapside, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Burrell was admitted 
in December, 1883. 


Mr. Guy Cyrit Banrtort, solicitor, Ipswich, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Bantoft was admitted in September, 1887. He 
is deputy registrar of the county court. 


Mr. James Breese, solicitor, 40, Aldersgate-street, E.C., has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Breese was admitted in Feb- 
ruary, 1888. ‘ 


Mr. Joun Bannister Brown, solicitor, 39, Seething-lane, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commiesioner for Oaths. Mr. Brown was admitted in 
March, 1879. 

Mr. Goprrey Cuartus Coorgr, B.A., solicitor, Much Wenlock, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cooper was admitted in 
December, 1889. He is town clerk of the borough of Much Wenlock, 
clerk to the sanitary authority, clerk to the local board, and clerk to the 
Barrow Sanitary Committee. 


Mr. Hacerrr Coxrzeck, solicitor, Hull, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Colbeck was admitted in October, 1887. 

Mr. Wm. Henry Covrt, solicitor, Wolverhampton, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Court was admitted in Hilary, 1867, after 
passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Grorrrey Srratrorp Crawsuay, solicitor, Richmond, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Crawshay was admitted in Feb- 
ruary, 1888. 

Mr. Joun Hersexrt Dennis, solicitor, Wisbech, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dennis was admitted in November, 1887, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. James Atrrep Doupney, solicitor, Northumberland-avenue, W.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Doudney was 
admitted in November, 1881, after passing the Final Examination with 
honours. 

Mr. Hernert Dennison, solicitor, Leeds, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Dennison was admitted in Apu 1886. 


Mr. James Hvrcurnson Driver, solicitor, 47, Victoria-street, Westmin- 


ster, 8.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Driver | Tuesday 


was admitted in August, 1881. 


Mr. Artuor Hvurcurnson Ercues, solicitor, Birmingham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Etches was admitted in July, 
1887. 

Mr. Frank Srrarron Exvten, M.A., LL.M., Lowestoft, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ellen was admitted in July, 1876. 


Mr, Cuarces Ratru Aveustus Epmonps, solicitor, 9, Gray’s-inn-square, | 


W.C., bas been appointed a Commiesioner for Oaths. Mr. Edmonds was 
admitted in August, 1878. 

Mr. Cuarves Brack weit Fosrer, solicitor, Norwich, bas been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Foster was admitted in February, 1885. 
He is deputy-coroner for Norfolk (Norwich District). 

Mr. Wa. Cornetrr Goviprne, solicitor, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Goulding was admitted 
in February, 1887, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 





Mr. Tom Exrison Gosstine, — Bournemouth, has been ; | om 


a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. was admitted in June, 


Mr. Tuomas Gannzr, solicitor, St. Helens, has been ited a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Garner was admitted in April, 1884. 


Mr. Ws. Szaron Gray, solicitor, Whitby, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Gray was admitted in J . He is clerk 
to the Guardians, clerk to the Assessment Committee, clerk to the School 
Attendance Committee, clerk to the Rural Sanitary Authority, and super- 
intendent registrar. " 

Mr. Francis Harnzis, B.A., solicitor, Halstead, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Harris was admitted in February, 1877. 

Mr. Wa. Hy. Hates, 15, Clifford’s-inn, W.C., has been ——- a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hales was admitted in March, 1883. 

Mr. Axnotp Wa. Wurtrett Ho tr, solicitor, 7, Argyll-place, Regent- 
street, W., has been appointed a mer for Oaths. Mr. Holt was 
admitted in January, a 

Mr. Epwarp Henry Hicers, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Higgins was admitted in January, 1886. 

Mr. Joun Pexcrvat Hinpxz, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hindle was admitted in February, 1888. 

Mr. Henry Osnonn Jenxyn, solicitor, 63, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jenkyn was admitted in 
January, 1880. 

Mr. Georcz Samus, Wriu1m Jenn, M.A., solicitor, Boston, has been 
euggeten a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jebb was admitted in January, 

‘. 


Mr. Freperick Isaac Jonss, solicitor, 53, Maida-vale, W., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jones was admitted in March, 
1887, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 





CIIANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vTion. 
Joun Henry Green and Exnzst Green, solicitors (J. H. Green & Son), 
Hull. May 23. (Gazette, May 29. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


To Souicirons or LincoLn’s-INN-FIBLDS.—The Solicitor who some jears 
ago prepared the Will of one Tuomas Baccuus, of Hammersmith, and 
after his death handed the eame over to his relatives, is requested to Com- 
municate with the undersigned, who will pay the solicitor’s charges for 
pave Fei & Co., solicitors, * Wardrobe-place, Doctor’s- 
commons, E.C. 


GENERAL. 


Lord Coleridge, although stated on Thursday to be still very weak and 
confined to his bed-room, is making favourable progress, 


The benchers of Gray’s-inn have awarded to Mr. Edward Austin Far- 
leigh the ‘* Bacon’’ pegs en | of £45 per annum, tenable for two years, 
and to Mr. John Bruce Caldwell Stephen the ‘‘ Lee Prize” of £25. 

Among the distinguished persons who will receive the honorary degree 
of D.C.L. at the ensuing Encewenia of the University of Oxford are Lord 
Justice Fry and Lord Justice Davey. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistaans ix ATrexpaNce ow 








Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
- No. 2. Currry. Norra. 
Farmer Lavie 
Rolt Carrington 
Lavie 
Rolt Carringten 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Wich. Romzn. 
Monday, June............<0+++ 4 Mr. Pugh Mr. Ward Mr. Clowes 
5 Pem Jackson 
6 Pugh Ward Clowes 
7 Beal Jackson 
S Pugh Ward Clowes 
9 Jackson 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH 


Mrapuorr.—May 23, at 59, Blenheim-gardens, Willesden-green, London, N.W., the wife 
of John Anlaby Meadmore, solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 
Fox—Drvumnoxnd.— 28, in Lapten, Feeer Francis Fox, of 18, Bedford-row, Loadon, 
W.C., solicitor, to Alicia Anna 
DEATHS. 


Buxyxu.—May 23, at Beaumaris, James Rrederick Beever, solicitor, aged SS. 
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Baicxpa.e.—May 2, at Biasca, Setontens, Matthew Inglett Fortescue Brickdale, barris- 
ter, of 8, New-square, inn, aged 77. 

Harxes.—May 27, John Haines, solicitor, of 16, Great Marlborough-street, 68. 

Raw iinson.—May 26, Thomas Rawlinson, of 12, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, ister. 








Wannine To tnrexpixe Hovss Purcuasenrs & Lessexs.—Before purchasing or renting 

a house have the r a thorough] ae by hy — hee - 
Engineering en on 65, next the Meteorologi ce, Victoria 

Westminster (Estab, 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.--[Apvr.] — 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, May 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luuirep 1x Caancery. 

Posanene 5 et axp Bureau, Linrtrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 22, 
be heard on June 6. Preston, 55, Coleman st, solor for petner. Notice of 

an reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 5 

Mysore ro gh ey Gop Co, Limrrev—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send their 


names and a ae ee of their "lebts or claims, to Robert Walker and 
L. J. Woodman, Dash House, 9, New Broad st. Snell & Co, George st, Mansion 
House, solors for liquidators 


Mysore Wrnaav Consotipatep Gotp Mixixe Co, Limrtxp—Creditors are required, on 





or before Aug 1, to send their to oe and addresses, _ particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Walker and L. wood House, 9, New Broad st. 
Snell & Co, George st, Mansion House, solors for lhautdatore 
Naw Layp Devevoruent Associatiox, Limrrep—Petn for winding up. presented May 21, 
directed to be heard on June 6. Lyne & Holman, 5 and 6, Great Winchester st, solors | 
for petners. Notice of “ ereueemed must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of June 


ay f ‘6 Unirep Beene Mitus, Limirep—Creditors are uired, on or before July | 

names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John 

tao Saint, Lowther st, Carlisle. Blackburn & Main, Carlisle, solors for liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Heywoop Commerciat Inw £5 Mowey Cuuvs, 29, Bridge st, Heywood, Manchester. May 22 
Puivantrsroric Usitep Faiznvs Society, Swan Hotel, Pontypool, Monmouth. May 22 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep ux CHANCERY. 

Bagy Erxs Rayevacu Civp, Lourev—Petn for winding up, presented May 25, directed to 
be heard on June 7. Van Sandau & Co, 13, King st, Cheapside, solors for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of June 6 

Forzst Gars Sociat Cive, Lintrep—All persons having any claim are to send full par- 


on or before June 7, to Thomas Brown, 35, Devonshire st, Newington causeway, 


ion Property Co, jane for winding up, presented May 22, directed to 
be Toe Vallance & Co, Lom House, George yard, E.C., solors for 
Yanan Fe of eppenring ae reach the abovenamed not later en June 5 
aoe hg 1m1TED—Creditors who have not already sent in to Henry Kilner, 8, 
eee liquidator, are required, on or before June 30, to send their 
saa and particulars of their debts or claims, to the said liquidator. 
Turner, Boddontela, solor for liquidator 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Craim, 
London Gazette—Turspay, May 2 
OsrronoG, Srawisras Jvuiian, Trevor ter, nso Por Ag Photographer. June 30. 
Boursot v , North, J. Webb, Austinfriars 
‘London Gazette.—Fripay, May 25. 


Parizy, Ayx Jacxsoy, Brighton, Licensed Victualler July 2 De Costa v Doncaster, 
Btirling, J Moreton, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, May 18. 
Bayrxzs, Jous Francis, Deal, Fish Dealer June 19 Brown & Brown, Deal 
Bextiey, Roseat Meiixe, Radcliffe, Cotton Manufacturer June 30 Grundy & Co, 





Brows, Joux, Southall, Gent June 30 Smith & Atkinson, Folkestone 
Cozexs, Wit11am, Hoddesdon, Farmer June 20 Sworder & Longmore, Hereford 
Daavnsy, Tuonas Gorse, Hanbury Wood End, Blacksmith June 30 Burton, Burton 


eae 4 Brighton June 20 Anderson & Sons, Ironmonger lane 
Expgrtox, Mary, Clevedon June30 Newnham, Coleman st 

Fisuer, Witi1am, Aylesbury, Butcher June 12 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 
Hears, Jaxy, Liscard pk June10 Greenbank, Serjeants’ inn 
Hespersox, Joseru, Sunderland, Shipwright Junel Steel & Maitland, Sunderland 
Huu-Lirrizsz, Mariayye, Belfast July 12 Nicholson & Patterson, Parliament st 


' 


Hosxixs, James Tuomas, Upper Deal, Gent July7 Lewis & Pain, Dover 
Kwarr, Marcaret Euma, Shanklin June 26 Western & Sons, Strand 
Lampert, Jous Henry, Frome, Licensed Victualler July 21 Ames, Frome 


| Lavie, Mrs Berry, Claines, Worcester June16 Parker & Lord, Worcester 


ee ~ Wit1am Tuomas, Gt Yarmouth, Boatman June 24 Harmer & Ruddock, Gt 
arm: 


Lyppow, Wane Winsford, Yeoman Junell Hole, Minehead 

Mavt, Lavra, Newport Pagnell June 16 Crossman & Prichard, Theobald’s rd 

Powe 1, James, Tipton, Grocer June 16 Edwards, Birmingham 

Roper, Ya Jouy, Mageston Farm, Dorset, Farmer June 24 Symonds & Sons, Dor- 


peice | Soruia, Coltishall, Norfolk June 30 Prior, Norwich 

Simons, Cuarces Jouy, Somerset, Esq June 30 Wood, Wrington, Somerset 

Sarru, Ricnarp Carmatt, Solihull, Leather Factor June 30 Bonner & Co, Fenchurch st 
Saurru, Soruta, Wadhurst, Kent July9 Palmer & Wardley, Tonbridge 

Toer, Jonx, Worksop June 20 Hodding & Co, Worksop 

Turnsutt, Tuomas, Scaling, York, Farmer June 18 Jackson & Jackson, Middles- 
Warrnyono, CHARLES ence, Compton Gifford, Devon, Esq June 12 Whiteford & 


nnett, Pl uu! 
Wi.ves, Acres Woops, Lowndes sq July1 Carlisle & Rider, New sq 


Wyatt, Carotrye, Stroud June 30 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 22. 
er, Mary Awyz, Clifton July7 Abbot & Co, Bristol 
| Biacersrarr, Caartorte, Islip, Widow July9 Kilby & Mace, Chipping Norton 
Biacerstarr, Soputa, Islip, Oxford July9 Kilby & Mace, Chipping Norton 
Bair, Frances Jaye, Hetherley, Berks June17 Bailey & Son, Bolton 
Bienxinon, Tuomas Surtu, Lee, Esq June 24 Mott & Co, Bedford row 
Brackett, Jouy, Tottenham, Gent June 30 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge Wells 
Crark, Wit.t1aM, Southampton Aug4 Burland & Macturk, South Cave, Yorks 
Cont, Georcz, Whatfield, Farmer June 2i Grimwade, Hadleigh 
Cory, Frances Ame.ia, Holsworthy, Spinster June 30 Bray & Peter, Holsworthy 
Cuppy, Epwarp, Mansfield, Cabinet Maker June 30 Alcock, Mansfield 
Doyaave, Micuakt, Bristol, Tobacconist June 12 Clifton & Co, Bristol 
Eart, Exizazetu, Northampton June23 Dallas, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Eatoy, Wiiu1am, Peckham June 22 Emily Eaton, 17, Studholme st, Peckham 
Ecan, Epwarp, Whiston, Lancs, Shoemaker June 21 Peters, Widnes 
Fixe, Frizpericu WILHELM, Regent’s pk June24 Mott & Co, Bedford row 
Francome, Priscitta, Lambourne, Berks June2l1 Kinneir & Tombs, Swindon 
Gisson, Mary Emma, Huddersfield Junel Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 
Gorosep, Heyry, Cambridge, Gent Sept 29 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
Gray, Wit.t1am Butioves, Accrington, Machinist June 22 Robertson, Glasgow 
Grist, Ricuarp, Stroud, Manufacturer June 30 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 
Hanrsorp, Hon Harsorp, Burlingham St Peter June18 Taylor & Sons, Norwich 
Hit, Heyry, Ply th, Ale Merchant July 1 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 
Hirp, Dezwry, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner July 18 Turner, Hull 
Jackson, Isaac, Nether Peover, Chester, Farmer June 24 Cheshire & Son, Northwich 
Liste, Bertram, Alnmouth, Esq June21 Dickson & Co, Alnwick 
lana, Some Mazriy, Pancras lane, Merchant July3 Harwood & Stephenson, Lom- 


Lyppoy, enol: Winsford, Yeoman Junell Hole, Minehead 

Monk, James Ronay, Bath, Fly Proprietor May 30 Bartlett, Bath 

Morant, Cuarntes Haxuorp, Earl’s Court, Artist June 20 Morant, Lancaster gate 
Ossorn, Jaugs, Doulting, Somerset, Yeoman July 10 Dyne & Co, Bruton 

vue, Atrrep Wi1.114M, Flixton, Cotton Spinner June 30 A & G W Fox, Man- 











Raves, : Sons Tuomas, Deptford, Builder June25 Gibson, Cannon st 

Rumsis, Susax, New Brompton June18 Loxdale & Co, South Kensington 

Ryay, Exizazetu, Bath June 25 Crawley & Co, Whitehall place 

Secretan, Ernest, Weybridge, Wine Importer July 21 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 
SepcEz.zey, Watrer, Maidstone, Gent June 23 Hazel & Baines, Oxford 

Sarn, Soruia, Wadhurst, Spinster July 9 : Palmer & Wardley, Tonbridge 


| Surrn, Warwick, Clapham, Clerk June 30 Wood & Wootton, Fish st hill 
| StapLerorp, Mary Any, Portsea, Widow JuneS Addison, Portsmouth 


Swinpurse, Mary Ayn, Pontop June 30 Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Swinpurxe, Tuomas Antuoxy, Pontop, Captain June 30 Wysne & Son, Lincoln’s inn 


Seacenet, Witu1ay, Bradford, Stuff Merchant July 1 Dickons, Halifax 
Tumuns, James, Kingswinford, Farmer June 25 Sanders & Co, Dudley 
Voysey, Gzorcz, St Leonard’s on Sea June 24 Young & Co, Hastings 
Wacker, Grace, Leeds June 30 Tordoff, Leeds 

Weare, Mary Any, Newport,I W June30 Eldridge & Sons, Newport, I W 
Woop, Wi1.14m, Market Bosworth, Plumber July 1 Loseby, Market Bcesworth 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fuipay, May 25. 
Atisorr, Groroz, atone: ad Be 
N Mon Pet May 21 Ord May 21 


y 
Baxer, Bexsamx, Hele, IMmoembe, Farmer Barnstaple | Cuoss, Groce James, Forest 
Eh Ord May April 24 Ord May 22 


W, Soedeeaer, Roller Turner Manchester ron Wittiam, Kennington 


"Pet May 22 Ord May 22 h Court Pet May 22 
Beaxzs, Joun, Little Stanmore, Farmer 8t Albans Pet Fornencitt, Frayx, 
y 23 May21 Ord May 21 


Biow, Gerees, Lincoln, Tailor Lincoln Pet May 22; Garr, Joun Gutuine, Dewsbury, Brush Manufactures 


Dewsbury Pet May1s Ord May 1s 


Carty 8 Uneos, ‘Oauew Surgeon High | Gopsart, Gaace Harnivrr, Bournemouth, Boarding house 
dd, Beerhouse Keeper | Coutins, Jonny Jamxs, Scarboro = - Merchant Scar- 
ewport, borough Pet May 22 Ord 

Ansunece, Jaume, Liverpool, Cooper Livespool Pet May | Cop Ph yo nt eae Confectioner’ “Derby Pet May 22 


Keeper Poole Pet May 2 Crd May 23 

Garexuovus, Howarp, Worcester, Ironmonger Worcester 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Hamitron, Ricuarp MacCowrnacuin, grey] Veterinary 


Hill, Gent Greenwich Pet Surgeon Derby Pet May 22 Ord May 
Heap, Jonuy, np caer Sage icensed Victualler South- 


rd, Ladder Manufacturer ampton Pet Aprill0 Ord May 22 


Ord "May 22 Hewssox, Joux, and Joun omens Goopuirr, Leicester, 
, Grocer Dewsbury Pet Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet May 17 Ord 
May 19 
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Hi, Waren, Hotel K Bath Pet May 12 
aes Bath, eeper 


22 
Howagp, A, Hazel Grove, a Stone Merchant 
J ~ T Ese md Pantairioge School. 
ONES, J HOMAS eggs al 
master rect rd'May23 | 


ir 
Manufacturer Leicester 


am ~ Ta Peony 

Pp yi9 Ord May 19 

Marspen, Joux Psyxnixcrox, Manchester, Commission 
Merchant Manchester Pet =— Ori Ma 22 

Martix, Warter Sranvey, Chertsey, Merchant 

sgurrey Pet May 21 Ord May! 21 

Matruews, THomas ae, | 8t I ad Church, Builder 
Exeter Pet May 23 ~—. 

Mitumetox, Bexsamin, West “—y Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet April30 Ord May 

Normay, C B, Cromwell rd, Captain ‘igh Court Pet 
April 16 Ord May 23 

NortHwoop, Save, and Joun Nortawoop, Birmin; ~ 

ounders Bi Pet May 23° Ord 

Oreay, Atrrep, Tuffley, Glos, Acc 
Pet rat Soe Ord May 21 

Ovusyam, Joun, Caulton Moor, _— Farmer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet May 23 Ord Ma: 

Penro.p, Eeeane saan. Hor’ ig Bootmaker Croydon 
Pet May18 Ord Ma ta 

Percivat, Joun Hope, chester, Tailor Manchester 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22__ 

see 5 osePn, Swinton, Joiner Salford Pet May 5 





May 23 
Parsrox, Wintiay, Christchurch, Farmer Poole Pet May 
22 0 


i, Wavten Puowas, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet 

ay 21 

Resenss, Wists, we Gcidenhill, Grocer Hanley Pet May 
19 Ord Ma: Mat 

Price, Rosert, Maidenhead, Draper Windsor Pet May 
22 Ord May 


Rupp, Joan Tonnes, aaa Labourer Sunderland 
Pet May 23 Ord May 

Saunpers, ABRAHAM Hoexina, ies Smith Ply- 
mouth Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Suiru, ALBERT, Gt Grimsby, Corn Merchant Gt Grimsby 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Suirn, Joseru, — cs, Farmer Bolton Pet May 


23 May 23 
Soares, pr Sitva, Twickenham, Gent Brentford Pet April 
80 Ord May 22 


Srrixe, Gaabame, Winkfield, Berks, Builder Windsor Pet 
March 22 Ord May 19 
Sw og Epwakrp, Carlisle, Paper Manufacturer Car- 
‘et May 23 Ord May 23 


Seuuatind Joun, Borbury, prone Butcher Wor- 
cester 23 Ord Ma 

Tyers, WILLIAM oy Lenin 1 Iron Merchant Leeds 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

‘Watprer, oy Dulwich, Park Constable High Court 
Pet Ma: Ord May 


Vaan om, Das Dasington, Hatter Stockton on Tees 


Ween eseel Epw nay es Grocer Gt Yarmouth 
Pet May 22 May 22 

Wiipmax, Grorez, Gainsborough, Licensed Victualler 

Lincoln Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Woop, Epwix Cuarues, Sheerness, Dairyman Rochester 
Pet May 21 Ord or 

Worner, Eprep Epaar, tol, Painter Bristol Pet May 
21 Ord May 21 

Tos Wim, 4 on Sea, Carpenter Hastings Pet 

ril 22 


Ord Ma 


oaaian aan RECEIVING ORDER. 


Ropixson, Ennest E., Tunbridge Wells, Captain Tun- 
bridge Wells Rec Ord April 13, 1893 Rese Dec 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Armstrone, Tuomas, and Josern Laycock, Burnley. Small- 
ware Dealers June4at3 Exchange "Hotel, icholas 
st, Burnley 
Bapsinton, Groner Sauvet, Bushey, Bootmaker June 1 
at3 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, wom avenue 
Bert, Hevry, West Hartlepool, School A: ce Officer 
Junelat3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Birxiey, CHARLES Heyry, Monmouth, Grocer June 1 at 
12 6 loucester 


Bank chmbrs, New; Mon 

Buianp, Frances Mariz, Brighton, Widow June 5 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

BLoomFie.p, James, Wisbech, Watchmaker June 2 at 12 
Off , 8, King st, Norwich 

Brow, Gzorar, Lincoln, Tailor June 6 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Bralruwaire, Aprawam, Bedale, Yorks, Builder June4 at 
11.30 house, Northallerton 

Baister, Grorce oy lags! o eegt Park, Builder June 1 at 

S 12, Bankruptcy uae » Carey st 4G s 

nix, Ropert Saaeee ide Carey 2 st, Greengrocer June 

lat3 


Bryant, ee moh oI Thomas st, Tanner June 5 
at12 Bankruy bd Carey st 

Buut, Epwarp, ckney> . Store Dealer June 1 at 
2 Bankru 


be fider June 1 at 11 Bank- 


Caste, Tuomas, rnsey, 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CHARLTON, *Euaa, Kirkham,’ Licensed Victualler Junel 
at 3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel &t, 


Davis, Daxiet Ress, Lets) a Physician June 4 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, don Bri — 

DELLA Ley Mary, Do Countess, Uxbridge, Widow 
June 1 at 12 Chequers étel, Uxbridge 





Daves, F8 A, St James’s st June 5 at’ 11 Bankruptcy 


ee ay Exravu Epi, and Groror Henry 
SHOULE: a Cycle Sane June 7 
at 12 Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Epwarps ip etey, fp Plumber "June 608 12.80 Off 


Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Faxcert, Saree, © St Leonards on Sea, Milliner June 4 
at 12. Seung @ . Bank | bldg, 
Puomeny Wrussax, , Grower JuneGatill 17, High 
wes 


, 


Gaercory, ALBERT, Hotel Manager June 15 at 
12.50" Off Best 7 Castle Canterbury 
Haut, Beatrice, Leeds, Boot 
Ho: mr J sxe, Bristol, Grooer June 4at11.30 Off 
RNE! OHN J AMES. une 
2. Bank chesbre, 


Corn st, Bristol 
JEFFREYS, pepeas Wiccran, Glanaman, Grocer June 2 


atl Carmarthen 
Jones, oks the Commission Agent June 4 at 
— June 4at12 Bank- 


Ree, x Victoria 
mnie Joun, Wi 
ru dD 
Cumbrid, Joiner 


Littie, Joun oe, Bram; 
June 5at12 12, Lonsdale 

Lioyp, ALBERT Epxuyp, Bri 
at 1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, ‘Corn st, st, 

Love, PB. Groror, Ryde, Pork Butcher June 2 at 

12.30 19, Quay st, Ne Iw 

ae aaanes Hume, Brushmaker June 

1 at 12.45 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market place, 


rt 
ry Anne, Droitwich, Saddler June 1 at 10.30 
45, haven 

Merrett, Atrrep, North Ni 


, Glos, Farmer June 1 
at 11° Old Bell Hotel, H, Darslay 
Nunn, Faepericx, Lavenham, Innkeeper June 1 at 12 


, 36, st, Ips 
7 Cuancas WIM, tan, rockley, Builder June 4 at 12 


Pum AL set eae Biaidotons, _- —_—— June 1 at 
11.30 24, Railway a Sek London Brid 


Parsons, Freperick, 
12.30 Off . 81, Silver st, -¥.. 

Ratxes, Caprain Arraur, Primrose Hill June 4 at 2.30 

bldgs, Carey st 

Ryman, Hewry, Bath, Manufacturer June 4 at 
12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Surrn, Tuomas, King’s Lynn, Carpenter June 13 at 11 
Court House, King’s Lynn 

Swanneii, Cuarves, Enfield, Hay Dealer June 2 at 11 

Rec, 95, Tem, chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Voutes, Arruun Epwarp Patrick, Chesterfield, School- 
master June 2at12.30 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

Witpmay, Grorar, borough, Licensed Victualler 
June 6 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, 

ee Epwiy Cuarzes, Sheerness, June 11 at 


Worner, Eprep Enea: Bristol, Painter June 4 at 1.30 
Off Rec, Bank Cham ethane Oooh st, Bristol 


MeELLE 


er June 56 at 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of May 18 :— 


Wa rer, Jony Atrrep, bt Farmer June 5 at 12 
Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincol 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Autsopr, Grorce, Pontnewynydd 
Newport, Mon Pet May 21 "Ord May 21 

Appiesy, Epwarp, hah Durham, Govewe 
Pet April 25 Ord Ma: 

Baxer, BenJamin, itracombe, Farmer Barnstaple Pet 
May 22 Ord May 22 

Bats, Anprew, Manchester, Roller Turner Manchester 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Bevan, gg eee. ee hense Broker Bir- 
mingham P May 


BLoomFigLp ai MWVisbeshe Watshmaker King’s L 
Pet May 16 Ord May 19” = 

Brow, p — hand Lincoln, Tailor Lincoln Pet May 22 
Ord May 22 


y 
Bower, ALrrep, Pudtent, Coal Merchant Bradford 
Pet May 17 Ord Ma 

Brewis, Epwarp,  Basinghall st, Accountant High Court 
2 au ery Ord May 21 ‘ e 

RIX, BERT ENRY ieee, reengrocer High 
Court Pet May 17 Ord May 
Couiins, Joun Janes, Me han hog _ Merchant Scar- 
borough Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Cort. i iiy a 1x, Derby, Confectioner Derby Pet May 22 


De Vear, Roa he ~ yo st, Accountant High 
Court Pet April 5 Ord May 21 

Dvuxsury, Marx, Gorton, Commission Agent Manchester 
Pet April17 Ord May 23 

Epix, Ronert, Exvimu Epi, and Grorcr Heyry 
Suouter, Coventry Coventry Pet April 18 Ord 


May 22 
Evans, _ Davip, and Wit ee, Sheffield, 
Painters Sheffield Pet = pe 21 


ey Foams. wsbury Pet 

y 2 

Fox, Jacos Levina May sam, Jeweller Nottingham 
Pet March 31 Ord May 21 


Gatr, Joun Cure Dewsbury, Brush Manufacturer 
Dewsbury Pet May18 Ord May 18 
cure seat Apa ao eo , Chemist Can- 


ury Ord:Ma: 
Ganganess. How ak, Worcester, Soennenie Worcester 


Hami.to: ig A MacOorsacurs, J pint, Veterinary 
ee Derby Pet May 22 


23 
Hewysow, Joux, and Joun Tomas G te bf Leicester, 
Boot Se Leicester Pet May 12 Ord 


May 
Hizey, Tuoxas ;poaieian, Grocer Birmingham Pet 


Howan anger Hater, Stone Merchant Stockport 
May 21 
PE ernie R, Gracechurch st High Court Pet March 
6 Ord May 21 
Jones, Tuomas Epwanrp, Lianfairisgaer, Schoolmaster 
Bangor Pet Ma: ‘ 


y 22 Ord May 23 
Lasuprooxe, Joun Rezcr, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet 


May 5 May 22 
Martruews, Tuomas Cripirorp, 8t Mary Church, Builder 
Exeter Pet May 23 


Ord May 23 
a ihdier Menai 


Mingnsens, | ses, West Bromwich, Grocer West 
ovusrany Sous scualton Moy Sta, Farmer Stoke upon 


Pacs, Caaaies ae » Builder Greenwich 
Pet Ma 5s Ord May 22 
Penciaty Jon wien Tailor Manchester 
Pazw, Wa.LtTsr onus Leicester, Builder Leicester 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Draper Windsor Pet May 
Raixes, — Antuur, Baker st High Court Pet 
April19 Ord May 22 
Rickert, Grorar, ae on Sea, Builder Canterbury 
Pet May 17 Ord May 22 
General Smith 
— - Yaad 
Pet is Ord 
Sviee, Tuomas Wish Gout a 8 ’s lane, T ‘3 
Tra Pet April 23 Ord Ma 
Sura Aare OCG Potato Merchant Gt Grimsby 


me... mm, Josue Brindle, +a Farmer Bolton Pet May 
pus warp, Carlisle, Paper Manufacturer 
"Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Taree ee Radcliffe, Druggist Bolton Pet May 
Towssexp, AtLten Jony, Bosbury, Butcher Worcester 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Tyeas, WiLL1aM Mansriecp, Leeds, Iron Merchant Leeds 
Pet 19 Ord May 19 
hay 32 ‘Ova Dulwich Park Constable High Court 
Hatter Stockton on Tees 


Price, oon 
22 Ord Ma 


Saunpers, Seaman Hoskine, 
Plymouth Pet May 22 urd 

Suarmay, Aoves Frances, 
Dealer Wandsworth 


vam 


Waren 


lege aie Epw. 


May 21 “Ord May 22 
wi Bn Wrkerxax, A; Phicinie Barrister at 
Law Court Pet May 4 Ord May 22 


Witpaay, RGe, Gainsborough, Licensed Victualler 
wortneola Fe May 21. Ord May 2t 

p, Epwix Cx. Sheerness, 

A hal eae Oe Dairyman Rochester 


hanes ~ Meret, Best on Sea, Carpenter Hastings 


The follo amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of the 18th May :— 
Watrer, Joux Atrrep, Woodhall, Farmer Lincoln Pet 

30 Ord Ma: 


y 16 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Rarr, J. C., say Ham; no 
pie Sy aga, arn 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anam, Tasees, Great Elm, Farmer Frome Pet May 25 
y 25 
Aver Jounx Morexi, Reading, Confectioner Reading 
v* Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
ma Normanton, Grocer Derby Pet May 25 


2 
Bratz, Waster Axse., Norton sub Hamdon, Grocer 
¥e Pet May 25 Ord May25 
st, Lieutenant 


my we > High Court Pet 
Canyer, WILLIAM, Rt ow Builder Burton on 
Trent Pet May18 Ord May 2t 


Crostawaire, Groner Carey, Cloth Drawer 
D p 26 F, aes 26 
ARLINGTON, ENeY JAMES, be ~ sr am Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet May 26 Ord 
verseer Pet 


Daviss, Joun, 0 
2 Gl mae 
Davies, Ricnarp Tuomas, Whitchurch, Publican Ponty- 
Pet 2 Ord g 4 
es so  — eee High Court Pet 
y May 25 
Garrritas, Eowarp, Farmer High Court Pet May 2 Ord 


Hanyry, Ato Dudley, Licensed Victualler Dudley Pet 


Henperson. oad Aycliffe, Cattle Dealer Stockton on 
Tees Pet May22 Ord May 22 

ee x, Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet May 

Isaacs, Juur Woollen Merchant High Court 
Pet ry May 25 

Jeux Ferndale, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 


22 
Lam, Semen 5, Boeae, aste Dealer Bolton Pet May 
Mice: & Wi Steel Manu- - 
SC Ea 
Muss, 5 7, Jemeve, Majer High 
we i Keanna Halifax Pet 


Moonee, 3 Joseru Davin eee. 


Leicester, Boot Manu- 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Moreax, Pamir, Abergavenny, Auctioneer Tredegar 
Pet May 17 Ord May 26 
Nasu, Hewny Mersey, Banker Man- 





Mitier, Ropeat Perc 
Pet’ May 12. Ord May 22 
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Epwanrp, U; . Kent, Baker ’ ata] 
Pane May 30 Ord May 24 


Pow, ione by hy and Joux Dupiey Ware, | 
venny, Painters Tredegar Pet May Ord 

Rosovski, Aaron Dare, Teolegne, Tobacconist Tredegar 
Pet May 25 Ord May 

Ba: Ord ie Rovuvs, Bank Cer High Court Pet April 28 

Bourn, Tuomas me Greengrocer Tredegar Pet 
May 25 an, Tr 

Sroqerasa, F Wil Batenge, Wool Broker High 
Court Pet May 19 Ord May 24 

Teavz, — Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet May25 Ord 

ed PARwatt, St Austell, Saddler Truro 


A Cycle Manufacturer 





Verco' 
Pet 
Woop, Bown, Wi 
Pet May 25 Ord May 
DNEY sosont King st, Company Promoter 
Pet April 25 Ord May 24 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Acar, Maurice Haray, Sheffield, Decorator June 8 at 3 
1 Sheffield 


ane, 
Baxer, Bewsamin, Hee, nr Iifracombe, Farmer June 5 at 
1.45 Sanders & Son, High st, Barnstaple 
Manchester, Roller Turner 
’s chambrs, Bridge st, Mancheste’ 
— Jossru, ' Tipton, Ironworker June 8 at 10 Off 


Frome 


Yaxtey, 
High Court 


Bars, Axprew, a 5 at 
3.15 


Casriaionr, augs Lawrence, Crouch hill, Commission 
June 5 at 3 ble 
Temple 


Off Rec, 95, Tem rs, 
avenue 
Cuecxiey, Jonas, Walsall, Baker Jane 13 at 11.30 Off 


Rec, Walsall 
Cuarkxson, Atyrep Enoar, Burton on Trent, Grocer June 
Oc 7 — Midland ge Station a Burton ——— 
HEN, Sypwey, Bexhill, Auctioneer June5 at 3 Young 
& Bon, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
Geeky ly: Sean PL — Bootmaker June7 at li 


0, Ai ter, Plymouth 

Corn, "Eowi, Der , Confectioner June 5 at 12 Off Reo, 
St James’s chm Derb 

Dansy, Jouy, Chelmsford, 
Chelmsford 


Davirs, Cuaries Atiin, Swansea, Hay Dealer June 6 at 
12 Off 1, Alexan rd, Swansea 
Daviss, Jonny, Barge Overseer Junellati2 Off 


Dawson, Georor, Leeds JuneSatil Off Rec, 22, Park 
Tow, 
Doxsury, es gr Commission Agent June 5 at 3 


Ogden’s chm! st, Manchester 
aa Tuomas teres ough, Dairyman June 5 at3 
Off Rec, 95, Temple 


orist June 6 at 10 Shirehall, 


rs, ‘Temple avenue 
ARDS, CHARLES. Maleeees en, Spade Manufacturer 
June 5 at 3.40 Talbot Hotel, Stourbridge 

Fornerciii, Franx, Dewsbury, Grocer JuneSat3 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, ey 

Hawittow, Ricnarp MacCownacuir, Alfreton, Veterinary 

June 5 at 2.30 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, 

Harvey, Auice, gr Licensed Victualler June 8 at | 

10.30 Off 


er om, Milford on ine, Licensed Victualler 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Sem, Jouy, *and Jounx Tuomas Goop.irr, Leicester | 

Boot Manuf: June 5at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridgs 


June 7 


st, 
Kewpvatt, Jacos, Leeds, Grocer June 5 
22, Park Leeds 


Lassex, Jens Boriuxp, Newcastle on Tyne, Cattle Sales- 
man June 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle | 


on Tyne 
. Leaver, Mom hee —— Boot (oo emaee June 5 at | 
‘ 12.30 
\ Ler, _ hy ia with anigh Was Waste Dealer June | 


ott 11.30 is ‘ood st, Bolton 
‘Liovp, pt Soraya Mold , Grocer June Gat 12 Crypt chmbrs, 


Ady alll ing Braunton, Farmer June 5 


. High st, Barnstaple 
Manrspew, Joun Antenne, Manchester, Commission 
Merchant June 7at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


Wollaston, Glass Merchant June 5 at | 


JAMES, 

Mae Ta inds, Solicitor, Stourbrid 

igen Jats, @ Great A’ Licensed ' Victualler June 6 | 
__ ats Albert rd, Mi borough 


at12 Off Ree, | 





| iain! GrorcEe ; ieee, Halifax, Draper June 9 at 11 
Off Rec, Crossley st, Halifax 

Newmas, Eicuarp Meng Eo operon’, Victenlias 
June’ at 3 CH Collis, Bolicitor, Stourbridge 

Parpor, Davin, Birmingham, Manufacturer of Tools 
June 6at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Pexcivat, Joun Hor E, a Tailor June 5 at 3.30 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 

Percu, Jouy Rosert, Kidderminster, Grocer’s Assistant 
June 8 at 2.15 A 8S Thursfield, Solicitor, Kidder- 

P Ei: Merthyr Tydfil, Innk: June 5 at 

OWELL, LIZABETH, yr ’ eeper une 5 & 

12 Off Rec, Merth He mee 

| Prestox, Wit.iaM, Chri urch, Farmer June 6 at 12.30 

Off Rec, Salisbury 

vue, Watrer THomas, Selene, 1 evened June 6 at 3 

, 1, Berri 

Paice, Ropert, Maidenhead, send June 7 at 12 Off Rec, 
95, Temple chmbrs, Tem} le avenue 

Rep, George ALEXANDER, West Hartlepool, Caulker June 
5at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Rorrnson, Atrrep, Burnley, ES Daler rietor June 
Zat3 Exchange Hotel, Ni st, B 

Sanpers, Samvet, Oldham, ‘Watchmaker June rf atll Off 
Ree, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Ol 

Saunpers, ABRAHAM Hosk1ina, Kingsbridge, Smith June 
7 at 11.30 10, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Sewer, Cuartes Barnett, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
June 6 at 10.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Suarmay, Acyes Frances, Clapham Junction, Pianoforte 
Jealer June 6 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London 





Bri 
Samira, _, Brindle, Farmer June 6 at 11 16, Wood 
st, Bolton 
Srewart, Rosert James, Stockton on Tees, Commercial 
erk ae 6 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
borou 
TAYLOR, Seon e, Leeds, Cabinet Maker JuneGatill Off 
Park row, Leeds 
Tau RLOW, need Tokenhouse bldgs June 20at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
——s ~?~ ic HARD, Oldham, Builder June 6 
at3 Off Rec, Banx chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
in the London Gazette 13th April :— 
June 6 at 12.30 24, 


The peter 
lish: 
Roper, Epwix, Croydon, Surgeon 
Railway app, London Bridge 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apams, Watrer, Gt Elm, Somerset, Farme: frome Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 i 
Assseee, James, Liverpool, Cooper Liverpool Pet May 
0 


1 May 24 , ; 
AveEniI.Lt, Jonny Moret, nate, Confectioner Reading 





Horyer, Joun James, Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet 
J gS ire Li Commission i 
oxes, Wituian, Livi ion Agent Li 
Pet May ll Ord thay 34 a 
caw, “Winn 8 , Silk Manufacturer High 
et May $ Ord yy 24 
ome: prem Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton 
L qe hy an h, Wi 
™, © HOMAS wi a’ aste Dea’ Bo!- 
Pet May 7 Ord May 26 i 
me... Joun Presisorae, Ma: 
ter Pet April 30 Ord 3 en 


Saat. 





.Moreay, Joszrn Davin Lisson, Leicester, Boot Manufac- 
Leicester Pet Ma’ 


M Ep St Paul Pe Charchyerd = ich Co’ Pe 

YALL WARD "8 urt 

April2 Ord May 25 " , 

Nasu, Henry tl Ashton i  csetian Banker 
chester Pet May 23 Ord May 

Nowy, Feeperick, —e. pal we Colchester Pet 


y 
Orman, Stroy, am alll Dra) Tredegar Pet May 25 
Ord May 25 sigansie3 =e 


Parker, Atbert, Maidstone, Coal Merchant Tunbridge 
Wells Pet April 14 Ord May 24 
ew > Tuomas, Glynneath, Groowe Neath Pet May 25 


ee x, Joszr, Swinton, Joiner Salford Pet May 5 


Paruuirs, aes WuitT1ock, 
port, Mon Pet May25 0: 
er KS 7 pstreet, Baker ectuteie Pet May 

y 
Rosovsx1, Aaron Davip. Foekom, Tobacconist Tred 
ig i gemma inet 
uTH, THOMAS, G er Tred Pet 
Mays Oikays 5 it 


Teatx, Atrrep, Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet May 25 
Ord May 25° : 
Waxeamu, Rates Hecror, Bi — Tea Dealer Bir- 

mingham Pet April 3 Ord 
Waeatiry, Henry Hunter, York Bt Money Lender 


w Hes, Cos Pet ey condone Dice 

ILES, Jounw FLETcuer, cle ent 

Pet April 30 Ord May 24 chaepians 

Witxes, Samvuet Bisseri, and Jonn Wyrue, Shepherd’s 
Bush, Grocers High Court Pet April 23 Ord May 


Wyman, Epwarp Fraycx, Orpington, Builder 
Pet April 18 Ord May 24 , 


‘ond May 35 Innkeeper New- 


Croydon 


Croydon 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 4 A Cen » Bogue & Pein) ina one on the 
Estate (Carshal' +--~ Surrey), at 2 for 2.30 o'clock, 
Fresha ld Building Plots (see advertisement, this week, 
P. 

June 5.—Messrs. Driver & Co, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 

o'clock, a Freehold Residential Estate (sce advertisement, 
May 21, p. 4; this week, p. 7). 

June 7.—-Mesers. Prorazron & 

A 0" 


7. 
geock, Presid’ Sites and Po 


B-¢ 7. ~All i. E. Foster & Crawriz.p at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Keversions, Life Interests, Annuities, 
es Policies, Stock, Shares (see advertisement, this week, 
p. 


& Morris, on the Thun- 
=i Southend-on-Sea, at 
(see advertisement, 





Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Bacox, James, South Marsan Grocer Derby Pet 
May 25 Ord Ma ks 
Bercuine, Ricuarp Kemp, Hove, Saddler Brighton Pet 
May1 Ord May 
Biacn, Mary, Tite “ * eee Merchant Liverpool 
Pet May1 Ord 
Case, THomas, Hornsey, “Builder High Court Pet May 
18 Ord May 25 
| Cayner, Wii114Mm, Ashby de la ——~ Builder Burton on 
Trent Pet May18 Ord May 24 
| Cuarkson, Atrrep Epcar, Burton on amt, Grocer 
} Burton on Trent Pet May 24 Out ar # 
Crostawaite, Grorar Cattery, Leeds, Cloth Drawer Leeds 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Daviss, Jouy, —, Barge Overseer Rochester Pet 
May 24 Ord Ma’ 
Davies, Ricwarp Lae Aberdare, Publican Ponty- 
pridd Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
De.ta Torre, Mary, Do Countess, i Uabeldge, Widow 


wager 
Windsor Pet March 30 Ord Ma y 23 
Drerxen, Witt1am, New Bond st High Court Pet April 
6 May 2t 
Gaagees, Ricuarp Baryes, and Hersert Acrew Farrar, 
et 


ay Cotton Brokers Liv April 14 
Gates, Jacon Sumner, 
Hi 


fehonn, — Merchant 
Court Pet April 16 16 O 

Licensed Victualler Dudley Pet 
May7 Ord May 


Henpersoy, Jouy, "Ayal, “4 Dealer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Ma: 
Leer! haeiee plumber Leeds Pet May 
25 


Hopasos, Joux 
25 Ma ; 

Hocax, ALFrep James, —— Auctioneer High Court 
Pet April 28 Ord May 24 


Harvey, A.ice, a 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxitctrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law cal/, 
5s. 6d. 











NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


385, CORNHILI, LONDON, 50. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 





, Esq. 
XAT, Esq. 


FREDERICK 
ROGER CUNLIFFE, 
EDMUND THEODORE 


Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, Esq.; JOSEPH ROBERT MORRISON, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. ( 
Manager : CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esq. 
BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 


Bankers : 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 


Sub-Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


QUINTIN HOGG, a9 

JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 
(Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 
Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 

Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
Longer Periods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 

Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. 








